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ABSTRACT 
The extent to which households use, store, and dispose of hazardous 
materials has become a matter of increasing concern but has rarely been 
assessed. This project report provides an assessment of the first 
household hazardous materials publicity campaign and collection event 
held in Illinois. The collection event date was September 13, 1987, in 
Champaign County. This report describes survey results concerning the 
state of public awareness, use, and disposal of household hazardous 
materials prior to and immediately after the publicity campaign in 
Champaign County. Comparisons with the city of Decatur are included. 
Results from the two surveys indicated that 30-40 percent of the 
urban households had heard about hazardous waste problems before the 
campaign and nearly 60 percent had heard about them after the event. 
Most of the public could assess hazardousness of materials reasonably 
well. Farmers were generally much better informed than were city 
dwellers. In all communities, the better-educated and established citi-
zens were better informed about hazardous waste than were others and 
were more likely to become better informed during the campaign. While 
each farm household had on average over 26 partial or full containers of 
hazardous material, urban households had an average of 10 such con-
tainers at their homes. This came to an estimated total of over 390,000 
partial or full containers at Champaign/Urbana homes alone. Established 
citizens, homeowners, and larger households had greater quantities. 
Environmentally inappropriate disposal of hazardous waste from homes 
exceeded an estimated total of 38,600 containers per year in 
Champaign/Urbana, 30,750 per year in Decatur, and 1,490 per year among 
Champaign County farmers. The inappropriate disposal of these con-
tainers from Champaign/Urbana would, if left uncrushed, fill a 74 to 158 
cubic yard site. 
On public policy issues, overwhelming majorities in each community 
expressed support for various types of special household hazardous waste 
collection programs. The collection event was very successful in 
extending basic awareness and in reaching households with unwanted 
hazardous waste. The event drew only 0.7 percent of the city house-
holds but collected 7 percent of the quantity of hazardous waste impro-
perly disposed of each year. The surveys also indicated a need for an 
educational program to reduce the production of hazardous waste by 
households. To fund these programs, the public favored either a special 
sales tax on hazardous materials or a surcharge on solid waste disposal 
in landfills. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This project is part of an effort to help Illinois communities 
develop effective public educational and disposal programs regarding 
household hazardous materials and waste (HHM&W). The general objective 
of this effort is to build a knowledge base that will be useful in deve-
loping programs aimed at (a) enlisting public cooperation in reducing 
the quantity of household hazardous waste (HHW), and especially in 
reducing the quantity disposed of in environmentally harmful ways, and 
(b) encouraging the public to employ safe and environmentally respon-
sible handling of household hazardous materials (HHM). 
Behind this effort is the Hazardous Waste Research and Information 
Center (HWRIC). HWRIC is developing a variety of materials for use in 
HHM&W public education campaigns and collection events in Illinois 
communities. As part of this developmental process, HWRIC provided some 
funding and support for what became, in effect, a publicity campaign 
promoting a collection event in Champaign County. The present project 
is an evaluation of that campaign and event, a review of earlier such 
campaigns and events throughout the nation, and a report on surveys of 
the public's awareness, disposal practices, and attitudes regarding 
HHM&W. 
The Champaign County HHW collection event occurring on September 
13, 1987, was the first of its type conducted in Illinois. Preceding, 
during, and immediately after this event, the publicity campaign sought 
to inform the public about the date, place, and reasons for the collec-
tion event, to invite public participation, and to increase public 
awareness of problems and alternatives in using HHM and disposing of 
HHW. Preceding the campaign, a household survey was conducted in July 
1987 with a sample of 701 households in Champaign/Urbana and their imme-
diate urbanized fringe, a sample of 94 farmers in Champaign County, and 
a sample of 151 households in a comparison community, Decatur, Illinois. 
That survey assessed public awareness, possession, and disposal of 
HHM&W. After the collection event on September 13, there was a second 
survey conducted in early October that was essentially identical to the 
first survey. A third on-site survey gathered information from those 
who participated in the collection event itself. 
This report is based principally on these three surveys and 
describes what urban and rural households in Champaign County actually 
think about and do with HHM&W. It includes an evaluation of the collec-
tion event and publicity campaign. This information provides a basis 
for designing and targeting HHM public education programs and HHW 
collection drives in other communities. 
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In general, the survey findings indicate that there is a genuine 
public concern and need for these programs. Viewed from inside the 
house, hazardous materials are nearly everywhere and are a source of 
much concern. Our survey of Champaign/Urbana/fringe (CUF), Decatur, and 
Champaign County farmers found that people were surprisingly aware of 
what HHM&W are and of the extent to which they are a hazard. Households 
in general contain substantial quantities of these materials. One in 
every 10 households had HHW around the house that they would like to get 
rid of, but they are left with little option except inappropriate dispo-
sal. A successful collection drive can at best collect less than 10-25 
percent of what people in households want to get rid of or routinely and 
inappropriately dispose of. To achieve further reductions in inappropri-
ate disposal or in HHW accumulating around homes, the principal remain-
ing option is an effective educational program aimed at waste reduction. 
Most of the public (60 percent) prefers to use nonhazardous substitutes, 
and the overwhelming majority (over 80 percent in each community) favors 
government efforts to promote nonhazardous substitutes. In general, the 
public prefers to minimize HHW and favors public programs that would 
provide an environmentally responsible disposal alternative. 
Examining public awareness in more detail, it was found that a 
substantial proportion of each community already had some knowledge 
about HHW before the publicity campaign began. The farmers were 
generally much better informed than were CUF residents, and the latter 
were better informed than were Decatur residents. For example, nearly 6 
out of 10 farm households, nearly 4 out of 10 CUF households, and nearly 
3 out of 10 Decatur households had already heard something about HHW 
before the first survey took place in July. Just over 75 percent of 
the farmers and over 80 percent of the CUF households were able to iden-
tify at least one type of hazardous household material or waste, while 
in Decatur it was just over 70 percent of households. After the publi-
city campaign, the second survey in October found a growth of 20 percent-
age pOints in the number of aware households in CUF and among farmers, 
while the growth in awareness in Decatur was only 7 percentage pOints. 
The number of households with the ability to identify examples of HHW 
also significantly increased in CUF but not among farmers or in Decatur. 
The relatively better educated and longer term residents, those 
who lived in single-family houses, and those displaying community iden-
tity and responsibility by voting and recycling were most likely to be 
informed by some source at the time of the first survey, especially from 
the more effective interpersonal sources such as friends, co-workers, 
and clubs. They were also more able to identify examples of HHW. The 
20-30 percent who could not identify examples of HHW at the time of the 
first survey, and the nearly 7 of 10 in Decatur, 6 of 10 in CUF, and 4 
of 10 on the farms who remained unfamiliar with the concept of HHW until 
our interview, tended to be the relatively less well educated, the rela-
tively newer residents, the non-homeowners, and those less involved in 
the community. 
It was expected that the publicity campaign would widen awareness 
and knowledge to the less educated and to apartment dwellers. Although 
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some of these did become more aware and informed about HHM&W, the 
greatest gains were made by those who were better informed to begin 
with: the better educated, the more affluent, those living in single-
family houses, the civic minded, and the longer-term residents. This 
creates a mounting need to find ways to reach the younger, transient, 
apartment population. 
When respondents were reminded of specific examples of HHM and then 
asked how hazardous these products were, over 90 percent could give a 
hazardousness rating. Not only could they give ratings if they were 
reminded of types of HHM, but their relative ratings were on average 
generally fairly realistic and sound in light of present scientific judgment about the relative hazardousness of various products (Gosselin 
et al., 1984). After the publicity campaign, the public gave a higher 
hazardousness rating to most types of HHM. This may indicate either 
increased knowledge or a rising sense of concern. 
The findings on awareness suggest two strategies in HHM&W educa-
tional and promotional campaigns. One strategy involves communicating 
fairly complex information regarding the nature of hazards and methods 
of HHW reduction, addressing this information to those who already have 
minimal awareness--namely, the relatively better educated, the longer-
term residents, and the civic minded. The second strategy involves com-
municating more basic messages, aimed mainly at providing recognition of 
HHW as a problem and addressed to those who are initially less aware in 
order to move them to a stage where more complex messages might sub-
sequently be made effective as well. 
In general, we found that interpersonal networks, (including 
friends, co-workers, and clubs), along with IItalk/information radio,1I 
were the chief means of communicating new information about HHM&W to 
those who were already somewhat aware. The entertainment mass media (TV 
and music radio) reached a much wider population, but this audience was 
not well informed or aware of HHM&W. Use of a combination of the two 
forms of media with appropriately matched messages appears to be needed 
to reach all sectors of the community. 
The study provided detailed findings on the quantities of hazardous 
materials in homes. In CUF, the average household had 10.4 containers 
of HHM in storage in July, with only 11 percent of households having 2 
or fewer containers. This comes to an estimated total of 390,100 con-
tainers of HHM in CUF households, which would occupy 750 to 1,600 cubic 
yards if these containers were collected together in one place and left 
uncompressed. (See Appendix E for assumptions behind the conversion of 
container counts to volume estimates.) Of these containers, nearly 
60,000 or 15.3 percent (averaging nearly 2 per home) were containers of 
pesticides or herbicides. Decatur households had an estimated total of 
417,700 containers of HHM in July, and the farm households had an esti-
mated total of 49,000 containers of HHM. There were no significant 
changes from July to October in any of the three communities with regard 
to the quantities of containers of HHM in storage at homes. 
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In general, those in CUF and Decatur who had the most HHM&W around 
their homes seem to be the economically upscale, larger-household people 
in single-family houses and those who are active as voters in local 
elections and (for CUF only) in recycling of bottles, cans, and newspa-
pers. In short, their profile is similar to that of people who had 
heard something about HHW, and, in fact, the high-quantity possessors 
were more likely to have already heard something about HHW. Among far-
mers, younger respondents and again those with larger households had 
more HHM&W on hand. Interestingly, men reported higher quantities than 
did women, especially among farmers. For CUF and the farmers, changes 
in correlates of quantities possessed from July to October were not 
generally great enough or consistent enough to suggest a pattern. 
In other comparisons of July and October, the percentages having 
large quantities of specific materials (20 or more containers of a given 
type) were not reduced by the collection drive or by the associated 
publicity in any of the two cities or the farm samples. In fact, the 
percentages having larger quantities actually rose (but not statisti-
cally significantly) in all three communities (up from 4.4 percent to 
5.9 percent in CUF, from 4.0 percent to 6.0 percent in Decatur, and from 
17.0 percent to 25.0 percent among farmers). These extreme cases dif-
fered from those with lesser quantities principally in that a greater 
preponderance of the former lived in single-family houses (in the 
cities) and were younger (farmers) than was true of the latter. 
Disposal of HHW was not commonly carried out by many households. 
Fully 82 to 100 percent (typically about 95 percent), depending on com-
munity and type of HHW material, were not disposers during the previous 
year. Clearly, most households have some alternative to disposal, often 
by not acquiring the material or by keeping it until used. 
Another important finding concerns the number of containers of HHW 
that were inappropriately disposed of (e.g., in the garbage or on the 
ground) during the 12 months preceding each survey. There was no change 
from July to October in reported inappropriate disposal during the pre-
vious year. For that reason, findings summarized here are from pooled 
data from both surveys. In CUF, an estimated 38,600 containers of HHW 
were inappropriately disposed of during the previous year. This quan-
tity of containers left uncompressed and if put in one place, would take 
up an estimated 74 to 158 cubic yards. In Decatur, there were an esti-
mated 30,750 containers inappropriately disposed of during the year pre-
ceding the survey, and from Champaign County farms there were an 
estimated 1,490 containers inappropriately disposed of during the pre-
vious year. 
Those who inappropriately dispose of HHW are equally prevalent in 
all sectors of the population, except for two rather different groups 
who have higher rates of inappropriate disposal--the younger people and 
those who "currently" have large quantities on hand. Since the latter 
tend to be of higher socioeconomic status, live in single-family houses, 
and have large families, they tend to be people in the productive years 
of mid-life. They acquire lots of HHM&W and inappropriately dispose of 
some of it. The younger population, although acquiring no dispropor-
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tionate quantity, tend also inappropriately to dispose of some of what 
they do acquire. 
Based on previous experience with HHW collection events, a success-
ful annual event can begin to reduce the estimated rate of inappropriate 
disposal but probably will not eliminate it. The Champaign County 
collection event received much more household and farm hazardous waste 
than the budget for the event would pay to have removed. Yet this event 
took in only 7 percent of what the communitywide surveys indicated was 
being annually inappropriately disposed of by households. There was no 
apparent reduction in inappropriate disposal as a result of the collec-
tion event. It is apparent that collection events must either take in 
substantially more than they have in the past or be preceded by educa-
tional campaigns that seek to reduce the generation of HHW in the first 
place. 
In addition to what people have inappropriately disposed of in the 
previous year, there is a substantial quantity of unwanted HHW that 
people have been storing while they look for a way to get rid of it. In 
CUF before the publicity campaign, an estimated 3,300 households, or 8.8 
percent of the total, were storing unwanted HHW. By the end of the 
publicity campaign, these numbers had risen to an estimated 4,396 house-
holds, or 11.7 percent, with unwanted HHW in storage. Farmers 
experienced a similar rise, while the control community of Decatur had a 
decline in households storing unwanted HHW. The change in CUF house-
holds and among farmers may reflect increased unwillingness to dispose 
of HHW improperly or an increased awareness that they had these 
materials. For whatever reason, the publicity campaign was highly suc-
cessful in reaching those households that ended up having large quan-
tities of unwanted HHW by the end of the campaign. 
Because of the volume of HHM that passes through or stays in nearly 
all homes, an educational campaign could address a number of issues 
about proper handling of HHM&W. Most households seem to be receptive 
to, if not already familiar with, some of these issues. Most respon-
dents (from 54 to 74 percent depending on community and survey data) 
reported that they look for products with warning labels when they buy 
HHM and that they prefer to buy less harmful alternatives. Over 60 per-
cent of respondents in all communities in July reported paying special 
attention to each of five types of information about HHM&W, and these 
percentages rose significantly (approaching 90 percent) after the publi-
city campaign. Farmers were especially attentive to HHW information 
both before and after the campaign. In Decatur, there was some increase 
in attention, but it was not significant for three of the five types of 
information. 
Perhaps because the issue is so new, nearly half of the samples 
felt that they could not comment on the adequacy of funding for disposal 
of hazardous household waste. Of those who did comment, this function 
of local government received the highest "pro-spending" response of the 
six functions listed for comparison in the pre-campaign survey. 
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The public in all three communities strongly favors requiring manu-
facturers to provide warning labels on HHM containers. Over 90 percent 
in all communities agreed that government should promote nonhazardous 
alternatives to HHM and that laws should bar dumping HHW in the sewers 
or on the ground. In July, before the campaign, approximately 6 percent 
of the public in each community disagreed with allowing HHW to be hauled 
to the community landfill. In October after the campaign, approximately 
70 percent of CUF and farmer respondents disagreed with disposal of HHW 
in the community landfill. Opinion in Decatur remained essentially 
unchanged in this regard. 
It is evident that the public favors an environmentally appropriate 
HHW disposal option. Both before and after the collection event, over 
85 percent of the respondents in each of the three communities indicated 
interest in participating in an HHW collection program that would pro-
vide appropriate disposal. A special HHW collection program with curb-
side pickup was favored by the urban residents. The proportion in CUF 
favoring the collection site drop-off option increased after the com-
munity's experience with the September 13 collection event in Champaign 
County. 
The most preferred way of funding an HHM&W program was to have a 
sales tax on hazardous products, with a close second place preference 
given to a surcharge on "tipping" truckloads of common household solid 
waste at the landfill. 
In general, about one-third of the urban public had heard public 
discussion about HHM&W prior to the publicity campaign, but substantial 
majorities were nonetheless prepared to support new programs to improve 
the handling and disposal of these materials. The publicity campaign 
heightened public awareness and brought the issue into public discourse. 
The public's inclination to support an HHW collection program is con-
sistent with a rather widespread basic awareness and sound assessment of 
HHM&W and a tendency by many households to withhold HHW from improper 
disposal while awaiting a disposal option. There is some indication 
that the public is increasing its storage of unwanted HHW as a result of 
the increased public awareness of the problems with HHW. Although 
substantial quantities of HHW are nonetheless still inappropriately 
disposed of for lack of an adequate alternative, the public clearly 
favors an aggressive special collection program and some form of public 
educational effort. The need for both is even clearer. 
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A related report, Household Hazardous Materials and Waste: Public 
Education, Participation in Collection Drives, and Amounts in Homes 
~RIC RR-026), is also available from the Hazardous Waste Research 
and Information Center. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION: THE NEED FOR INFORMATION 
Communities across the nation have become increasingly concerned 
about household hazardous materials (HHM) and with the environmental 
risks associated with their disposal (Osborne, 1987; "Hazardous Waste in 
Your 'Home Sweet Home ' ," 1987; Duxbury, 1986). Examples of these mater-ials include herbicides, pesticides, poisons, oven cleaners, drain 
openers, toilet bowl cleaners, varnishes, wood preservatives, oil-based 
paints, paint thinners, strippers, solvents, charcoal lighter fluid, 
propane gas, car motor oil, gasoline, kerosene, car antifreeze, and car, 
truck, or boat batteries. The list of hazardous materials used around 
households is certainly much longer if we also include fingernail polish 
remover, polishes, flashlight and other small batteries, photoprocessing 
chemicals, household detergents and cleaners, bleach, lead paint on in-
terior or exterior surfaces, swimming pool chemicals, asbestos insula-
tion, and so on. 
There seems to be an ever-widening variety of these materials, along 
with increasing availability and use in homes (Enterprise for Education, 
1986). Within the home, these materials pose problems to safety and 
health if they are not properly handled. Leftover or excess hazardous 
products around the home pose additional problems of safe storage and 
environmentally responsible disposal. The substantial quantity of 
household hazardous waste (HHW) that is discarded in residential garbage 
(Rathje et al., 1987) could adversely affect the quality of ground and 
surface water, as well as other aspects of the local environment 
("Hazardous Waste •• .," 1987; Cal Recovery Systems, 1986). For these 
and other reasons, states and local communities have in recent years 
been looking for ways to improve household and community management of 
household hazardous materials and waste (HHM&W). 
This project report is part of a larger effort by the Hazardous 
Waste Research and Information Center (HWRIC) to help Illinois com-
munities develop effective educational and disposal programs regarding 
HHM&W. The long-range objective is to help local officials and inter-
ested citizens who want to implement community programs that will 
- enlist public cooperation in reducing the quantity of HHW 
in general, and especially in reducing the quantity sent to 
general purpose local landfills, poured into sewers, or 
dumped on the ground, and 
- encourage the public to handle HHM in safe, environmentally 
responsible ways. 
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For local communities that want to pursue these goals, two kinds of 
information are especially relevant and useful: 
a. Information about what the public in the community is thinking 
and doing with regard to HHM&W, such as 
- the extent of public awareness of problems or hazards asso-
ciated with HHM&W; 
- the amount and types of HHM&W that households typically 
handle, use, store, or dispose of, as well as the methods of 
disposal; and 
- public preferences with regard to programs for the proper 
disposal of HHW. 
b. Information about how an effective program can be set up and 
carried out, such as 
- the features of different programs and the purposes of each 
feature; 
- ways of targeting HHM&W programs to achieve maximum effec-
tiveness; 
- how to assess the effectiveness of a program; and 
- other aspects (legal, financial, and logistic) of organizing 
a program. 
This technical report focuses primarily on the first of these two sets 
of information needs, although a preliminary discussion of different 
programs and some implications about targeting a program are included here. 
A related report, Household Hazardous Materials and waste: Public 
Education, Participation in Collection Drives, and Amounts in Homes (HWRIC 
RR~026 ), which focuses principally on the second information need, is a 
nontechnical summary and guidebook suitable for use by community HHM&W 
program planners. Both reports are being simultaneously published by HWRIC 
as part of the Champaign County Household Hazardous Waste Program 
Evaluation Project. 
1.1. HWRIC and the First Illinois HHW Collection Event 
HWRIC has a statewide role in promoting safe handling of HHM and 
environmentally sound disposal of HHW. To begin doing this, HWRIC 
wanted to help an Illinois community put together and carry out the 
state's first HHM public education campaign and HHW collection drive. 
By funding an evaluation of such a campaign and drive, HWRIC could deve-
lop a tested model that other communities could review and adapt to 
their own situations. HWRIC was also interested in finding out what the 
public thinks and does with respect to HHM&W around the home and how 
the public in Illinois communities feels about various program options. 
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In 1986-87, an opportunity arose to develop an HHM&W model program 
for Illinois and to acquire other information about household attitudes 
and behavior. The Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal Association of 
the City of Champaign, City of Urbana, and Champaign County expressed 
interest in conducting an HHM education campaign and HHW collection 
drive~ HWRIC encouraged development of the Champaign program as a 
model (Komandina and DeWan, 1987). On September 13, 1987, the first 
Illinois HHW collection event took place in Champaign County. 
HWRIC also funded an evaluation of the need for and effectiveness 
of the collection event. This evaluation consisted of three surveys in 
connection with the Champaign County campaign and drive. First, samples 
of city and farm households were surveyed in July 1987, two months prior 
to the September 13 collection event. The second survey was of par-
ticipants in the collection event. In early October, there was a final 
survey of resampled city and farm households. The results of the July 
and October general household surveys and of the on-site collection day 
participant survey are the main concern of this report. 
1.2. The Purpose of This Report 
This report provides a background for planning and carrying out 
an HHM&W program. The report describes what urban and rural households 
in several Illinois communities actually think about and do with HHM&W. 
The main purpose of this analysis is to develop a basis for targeting 
and evaluating HHM public education programs and HHW collection drives 
in communities throughout Illinois. 
The data bearing on these topics derive from surveys of households 
in three Illinois communities: Champaign/Urbana and its urbanized 
fringe, Decatur, and the farming community of Champaign County. The 
July household survey was conducted prior to the publicity campaign and 
collection drive in Champaign County, thereby providing information 
about public opinion and behavior before the public was exposed to 
efforts aimed at improving household handling and disposal practices. 
Decatur (in Macon County) was included because it provided comparison 
with a fairly typical community having, at the time of the surveys, no 
plans for an HHM&W program. 
The October survey provides information after the collection event 
regarding public awareness of HHM&W, quantities around the house, quan-
tities recently disposed of, and attitudes about various policy issues. 
The analyses in this technical report include an assessment of any 
changes that occurred during the publicity campaign for the collection 
drive in Champaign County. 
The demographic attributes of most communities in Illinois may be 
found within or not far from the range that the three sampled com-
munities define. With regard to any HHM&W behavior or opinion, the pro-
bability of any other Illinois community having very extreme departures 
from the range of what is reported here, while not objectively assess-
able without more surveys, is almost certain to be low. In any event, 
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because we report the effects of demographic attributes on HHM&W beha-
vior and opinion, it is possible for the reader to draw some conclusions 
about how the findings would differ for a community having a demographic 
composition that is different from any of the communities in our survey. 
In addition to presenting the findings from the surveys and draw-
ing implications for targeting and evaluating HHM&W programs in Illinois 
communities, this report includes a summary review of previous HHM&W 
programs in other parts of the nation (Chapter 2). This review provides 
background on some of the problems and issues involved in devising an 
HHM&W program. 
1.3. Specific Objectives of This Report 
The original study design called for random sample household sur-
veys of two urban communities. One was a sample for surveying 
Champaign/Urbana/fringe (CUF) two months prior to those twin cities' 
first HHW collection event (the fringe was defined as the urbanized area 
serviced by telephone exchanges that are also used within the cities of 
Champaign and Urbana). The other urban sample was of Decatur, a com-
munity approximately 50 miles from Champaign/Urbana that had not had, 
and was not scheduled to have, an HHW collection drive. Decatur was a 
comparison community that would not be targeted for HHW publicity or 
educational efforts but might be potentially reached by media spillover 
from Champaign. A third sample, of Champaign County farmers, was added 
under separate funding (see Section 1.5). A resurvey with different 
samples in these communities was conducted in October. 
For these samples, the specific objectives were to acquire the 
following information: 
* Public perceptions of what types of materials are hazardous 
* Public perceptions of the hazardousness of various materials 
* Sources of information (from media and nonmedia) about HHM&W 
* The types and quantities of HHM&W presently in homes 
* The types and quantities of HHW discarded in various ways 
* The types and quantities of HHW that people would like to get rid 
of 
* How the public would prefer to dispose of HHW 
* Public views about the priorities and policies that public agen-
cies should have for problems involving HHW 
* Practices, knowledge, and views regarding various hazardous 
waste reduction options 
4 
* Concerns, motivations, and attitudes toward HHW and environmental 
quality 
* Recycling practices regarding nonhazardous wastes 
* Information interests and needs regarding HHM&W 
* Demographic characteristics of the respondent and the respon-
dent's household 
In addition, this report includes several analyses of specific 
issues regarding the demographic attributes, levels of community par-
ticipation, and types of media and other information sources reaching 
target households such as 
- those that are least informed about HHM&W (as well as those that 
are most informed); 
- those that possess the greatest amount of HHM; 
- those that have improperly (in an environmentally unsound way) 
disposed of the most HHW in the past; and 
- those that have the greatest amount of HHW that they want to 
get rid of. 
The data on the number of containers of HHM presently in homes, on 
the number of containers recently disposed of, and on the number of con-
tainers that households want to dispose of are especially important. 
With reasonably valid estimates of these quantities from the surveys, 
and with information about the types of households that produce these 
quantities, it is possible to identify target subpopulations for educa-
tional campaigns. Helping communities identify target groups is one of 
the primary potential applications of this report to future HHM&W 
program planning. 
Another potential application concerns the way in which success in 
collection events is assessed. Success is traditionally assessed as the 
proportion of the entire community that participates in the collection 
event. It is probably more informative and realistic to assess success 
as the proportion of a target population of households having hazardous 
materials that participates. The survey findings presented in this 
report provide an estimate of the relative size of this target popula-
tion, thereby permitting development of improved measures of participa-
tion rates. 
The survey data on public awareness of HHM&W will provide a 
realistic way of assessing the need for public education. The findings 
on the types of households that are most and least informed will provide 
a basis for targeting these educational efforts. 
The survey data on public opinion regarding various policies and 
programs dealing with HHM&W will be of interest to planners who must 
select among policy and program options. 
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All of these data and analyses from the July survey provided a 
baseline for comparisons with similar data from the October resurvey of 
CUF, Champaign County farmers, and Decatur. The purpose of this com-
parison is to find out how a publicity campaign affects household aware-
ness of HHM&W, household handling of HHM and disposal of HHW, and public 
opinion about policies concerned with HHM&W. The resurvey was under-
taken within a month following the September 13, 1987, collection event 
in Champaign County. The comparison analysis is a key part of this 
technical report. 
1.4. Organization of This Report 
This technical report contains a description of survey procedures, 
findings, and summaries of previous projects in other states. The 
appendices contain a reproduction of all major print items used in 
publicity for the 1987 Champaign County collection event (Appendix A), a 
reproduction of the July and October 1987 survey questionnaires (Appen-
dix B), question-by-question descriptive statistics for basic survey 
findings (Appendix C), a discussion of margins of error and the proce-
dures for estimating the household population counts (Appendix D), 
assumptions regarding container size (Appendix E), a methodological note 
on gender effects (Appendix F), the Intergovernmental Solid waste 
Disposal Association report on the September 13 collection event (Appendix G), survey results on collection event participants (Appendix 
H), the on-site questionnaire for the September 13 collection event par-
ticipants (Appendix I), a summary listing of household hazardous waste 
collection programs nationwide (Appendix J), and a listing of tips on 
contractor selection and insurance (Appendix K). 
1.5. Management and Funding of the Champaign County Campaign, 
Collection Event, and Surveys 
The 55-day Champaign County HHM&W campaign beginning July 21, 1987, 
and the collection event on September 13 were sponsored and funded by 
the Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal Association of the City of 
Champaign, City of Urbana, and Champaign County. Funds were also pro-
vided by the Meredith Corporation of Des Moines, Iowa, publishers of 
Successful Farming magazine. Additional support through in-kind ser-
vices and technical assistance were provided by HWRIC. Chief organizer 
of the campaign and collection was Sam Chandler, City of Champaign Solid 
Waste Management Coordinator. 
Principal investigator for the July and October 1987 surveys was 
Dr. Roland Liebert of the Survey Research Laboratory (SRL) and the 
Department of Sociology at the University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign. SRL's project coordinator for the surveys was Tobey Fumento. 
The surveys were funded by HWRIC. Claudia Washburn was HWRIC project 
officer. Supplementary funding from the Meredith Corporation via the 
City of Champaign made possible the inclusion of the farm sample. 
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CHAPTER 2 
BACKGROUND: PREVIOUS HHM EDUCATIONAL CAMPAIGNS 
AND HHW COLLECTION EVENTS 
An interpretive history summarizing previous HHM educational cam-
paigns and HHW collection drives will provide useful information about 
actual experiences. Several issues about targeting prior efforts and 
measuring their success are developed as key problems to be addressed by 
communities that want to have an HHM&W program. The review also esta-
blishes a need for information about targeting and evaluation, which 
becomes a focal concern in the remainder of the report. 
2.1. The Beginnings: Problems and Responses 
Interest in public education campaigns and collection drives for 
HHM&W dates from 1981 with a pesticide collection in Lebanon, Kentucky, 
and from 1982 with the initial general HHM&W programs, first in Seattle, 
Washington (Galvin and Ridgley, 1982) and then in Lexington, Massachu-
setts (Dorian, 1986, pp. 6-4,5). Also in 1982, Albuquerque, New Mexico, 
conducted an' HHW survey to lay the basis for a collection drive that 
faced funding delays until it took place in 1985. The principal actors 
in these initial efforts (excepting Lebanon, Kentucky) were keenly aware 
of their pathbreaking leadership, and they kept detailed records in the 
form of memos, correspondence, and assorted other documents that they 
then published as reports and distributed widely to other HHM&W program 
planners. 
The beginning of HHM&W programs in 1982 had been long coming. 
Growing concern about the adverse environmental effects of all kinds of 
hazardous materials had by then come to include household materials such 
as home-use pesticides, herbicides, cleaning agents, automotive products, 
paints, paint strippers, and adhesives (Ecology Center of Ann Arbor, 
1986). Although the best alternatives to environmentally harmful dis-
posal of these materials were already understood as either proper use 
until depleted or substitution of nonhazardous products, it was also 
recognized that these options are not always possible or acceptable in 
many households. 
A number of factors have contributed to the mounting recognition of 
an HHW disposal problem: 
* Some previously marketed household products are now banned and 
should no longer be used (Dadd, 1987; Gosselin et al., 1984). 
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* The proper ways of storing or disposing of these banned 
materials, and even how to identify them, may not be known to 
many households (Zamm, 1980). 
* It is perhaps more common that hazardous materials of all kinds 
accumulate in some homes, possibly creating dangers within the 
home unless some disposal method is found and used (Dorian, 
1986). 
* Many people are probably unaware of the hazards associated with 
various products (Zamm, 1980). 
* Lacking adequate knowledge about hazardous products and about 
proper storage and disposal procedures, many households may 
unwittingly risk public health, safety, and environmental 
quality by dumping various quantities of these materials on the 
ground, in sewers, or in household trash destined for landfills 
(Dorian, 1986). 
* Meanwhile, existing landfill sites are rapidly reaching 
capacity, new ones that can be made environmentally acceptable 
are ever harder to find, and concern mounts over ground-water 
contamination from previous, existing, and future sites (Hughes 
and Raymond, 1986; Bronstein, 1987; Kurtz, 1988). 
* As a consequence, the desire to keep hazardous wastes, 
including HHW, out of landfills has grown (see, e.g., Golden 
Empire Health Planning Center, 1986). 
* At the same time, concern with safety and health hazards in 
everyday life within the home and around the yard has also 
grown in the popular media (see, e.g., Zamm, 1980; Wallace, 
1985; Dadd, 1987). 
The principal public activity emerging to address these concerns is 
the community HHM&W educational campaign and collection drive. The goal 
of the collection drive is to "enlist homeowners' cooperation in taking 
HHW to collection centers, where the wastes are identified, packaged, and 
transported to permitted hazardous waste disposal facilities" (Dorian, 
1986, p. 1-1). Typically, there is a one-day collection preceded by 
weeks or months of public education alerting people to hazards associated 
with HHM and to the forthcoming collection event. 
This concept for conducting a campaign and drive was largely modeled 
on, and grew out of, earlier experiences with recycling drives. We may 
speak of a "drive" model, which is best characterized by what happens in 
a newspaper recycling drive. There is much publicity about why it is 
desirable to recycle newspapers, and how to do so, followed by a collec-
tion of newspapers on a given day. There are three basic versions of 
this drive model. 
In February 1982 in Seattle, one of the nation's first and most 
sophisticated HHM&W programs was conducted. Committees of Seattle offi-
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cials spent months developing their version of the drive model after an 
exhaustive de novo review of many potential program options, with exten-
sive attention to recycling drives. They expanded the basic recycling 
drive model to place it within a very sophisticated package, giving 
heavy emphasis to a pre-collection educational component to promote 
long-term effects. They proposed to extend drop-off opportunities over 
several weeks, and they conducted pre- and post-collection surveys to 
evaluate effectiveness. 
It was an extraordinary first effort, especially considering that 
the collection was limited to a single neighborhood and was forced by 
practicalities into a more limited time span than was originally 
desired. The dream has nonetheless endured and the reality has grown. 
Indicative of its commitment to a continuing effort and effect, Seattle 
has had an ongoing program since late 1982 and has built this program 
into a permanently staffed set of activities covering the entire metro-
politan area with nearly continuous education and publicity along with 
annual collection events. West Coast admirers and imitators of 
Seattle's program have often adopted not just the core component of the 
collection drive but also Seattle's initial and continuing emphasis on 
promoting long-term and lifestyle-changing education and on providing 
many convenient opportunities for drop-off (Purin, 1984; San Diego 
Environmental Health Coalition, 1984). This is what may be called the 
West Coast version of the drive, which emphasizes long-term commitment. 
It employs images of fundamental change in lifestyle. 
People in the eastern and central portions of the United States are 
more familiar with a second and much simpler version of the drive. This 
simpler version stresses the pragmatism and efficiency of a single or 
periodic collection event, using images of a "clean sweep" or of 
clearing out unwanted waste in a single swift action. There is little 
talk about changing lifestyles. Educational materials are used, 
including some that are attractively simple yet wide ranging (e.g., 
Massachusetts League of Women Voters, 1985a, 1985b), but the primary 
focus and principal strategy is simply to encourage people to bring HHW 
to a collection event. 
This simplified second version of the drive model was first adapted 
to HHW in Lexington, Massachusetts, under League of Women Voters' spon-
sorship, on October 30, 1982 (Lexington LWV, 1983). Perhaps because 
this version is comparatively easy to promote, staff, and implement, and 
because it demonstrably addressed a need, it spread rapidly throughout 
the Northeast and ultimately to much of the rest of the country east of 
the Mississippi River. Its popularity gives the October 30, 1982, 
Lexington drive the reputation of being the first "true" HHW collection 
drive. 
A third version of the drive concept was first developed and applied 
in Albuquerque, New Mexico (Gordon and Anglada, 1983; Albuquerque 
Environmental Health Department, 1986) and has subsequently been adopted 
more widely throughout the state of Florida (Florida Department of 
Environmental Regulation, 1986a, 1986b). This version begins with the 
West Coast emphasis on education and convenient (multi-site and/or 
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multi-day) drop-off opportunities. One other goal was added to give 
these programs a unique character. They seek to enlist private sector 
cooperation in developing long-term hazardous waste management solutions 
for their regions. 
This goal activates a wide array of waste disposal planning efforts 
beyond that of HHW collection: It puts government into a senior partner 
role in guiding the search for solutions, and it brings the private 
sector into the hazardous waste collection target zone. Albuquerque and 
Florida included "small quantity generators" or small businesses in their 
versions of the HHW collection drives. Variations on this version are no 
doubt being used in other communities throughout the United States, as in 
Champaign County where farmers were brought into the collection effort as 
part of a search for a countywide waste disposal strategy. 
By 1986, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) estimated 
that 200 communities in half of the states were conducting drives that 
year (Dorian, 1986). In November 1986, the HHW activist behind the 
first Lexington drive, Dana Duxbury (1986), reported an up-to-date count 
of 530 collection programs that had been conducted in United States com-
munities since 1981. 
Despite the wide use of the Lexington version of the drive model, 
and despite the substantial reliance on it as a strategy for coping with 
HHW issues, there has been little careful evaluation of the model and of 
ways to maximize its long- and short-term impact. As a result, the 
drives have tended to be homespun imitations of each other, useful as 
action programs aimed at addressing a clear need but offering little 
basis for cumulative improvement in methods and efficacy (Unertl, 1986; 
Dorian, 1986). Yet, some generalizations about how well these drives 
work, and why they work as well as they do, can be extracted from the 
various reports on them. 
2.2. Collection Events: Assessing Their Success or Impact 
The impact of drives has, to date, been principally measured in two 
ways: by the number of households participating and by the quantities 
of materials collected. By the first of these measures, the drives in-
variably seem to have had very limited success, while the second measure 
generally gives the impression of much greater success. 
Most drives have produced household participation ratios (partici-
pating households to total households in the community) of between 
2:1,000 and 1:100, or between 0.2 and 1.0 percent (Dorian, 1986, p. 
1-3). One community (the pacesetting Lexington, Massachusetts) is known 
to have attracted 4.4 percent of its households to a collection day 
(Smith, 1987). Even if we include Lexington's record as an indication 
of what can be done, the expected household participation rate seems 
small. One reason is that it is a percentage of all households, as if 
100 percent communitywide participation is a meaningful point of 
reference. If, on the other hand, we assessed participant turnout as a 
percentage of those households that have hazardous materials available 
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for disposal, we might find that rates of participation among this 
"available" population are considerably higher. 
Richard Conlin, director of the 1987 Seattle area "HHW Round-Up" 
collection drive, has suggested that over half of the total population 
probably has no hazardous waste available and should therefore not be 
considered potential participants (Conlin, 1987, pp. 57-58). Conlinls 
rough figure was based on a post-"Round-Up" Seattle area survey, in which 
those who had heard of the "Round-Up" but did not participate were asked 
why they did not participate. Over half said that it was because they 
had nothing to dispose of. Although this is a crude and partial way of 
measuring what Conlin called "ineligibles," it is a useful first effort. 
By the other major measure of a drivels impact, the quantity of 
materials collected, most previous drives seem to have had considerable 
success in collecting from around 2 to 16 gallons (or 16 to 128 pounds) 
per participant, with the lower numbers being generally based on actual 
quantities of waste material dropped off and the higher numbers being 
usually based on the quantity of packed and sealed 55-gallon barrels 
containing the dropped-off waste materials, the containers that they 
came in, and packing material (Dorian, 1986, p. 1-3). 
2.3. Designing Drives to Maximize Collection Day 
Success or Impact 
Participation and collection rates are probably also dependent on 
such factors as the length, intensity, breadth, and content of the pre-
collection day campaign. Little is known about the effect of these 
factors. 
In a U.S. EPA study, Dorian (1986, p. 6-2) compared two October 1985 
drives, one in Albuquerque, New Mexico, and one in Fairfax County, 
Virginia. The report notes that "the Albuquerque program began with an 
extensive public education effort six months prior to the actual 
collection," while the Fairfax County collection followed a "limited" 
six-week campaign (p. 6-2). In a five-day collection, the Albuquerque 
program achieved an 0.8 percent participation rate among all households 
"in the area." Fairfax County, in a one-day event, had a 0.1 percent 
participation rate. Disregarding the differences in the number of 
collection days and focusing on the differences in the number of publi-
city days, Dorian concluded that where public education was limited, 
participation was low. 
Although there may be some validity in Dorianls conclusion, speci-
fic evidence linking a given amount or duration of publicity to a result-
ing participation rate is lacking. Comparisons of many communities will 
probably be needed before this question is adequately answered. 
In designing the pre-collection campaign, one important feature of 
sound planning is to target information to reach potential or desirable 
participants or those with available waste. Targeting involves identi-
fying groups with the least knowledge about proper handling of HHM&W, or 
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with the greatest quantities at risk of environmentally unsound dispo-
sal, and identifying as well the types of media that will most likely 
reach them. A pre-campaign household survey is one good way of getting 
valid information on these matters. It turns out, however, that pre-
campaign surveys are rare, and those that have been conducted were 
focused more on assessing communitywide need than on identifying target 
groups. 
For example, a pre-campaign survey conducted in Albuquerque in 1983 
IIrevealed that there was a need for increased public education on the 
subject of HHW II (Gordon and Anglada, 1983, p. 24), and this in turn 
influenced the city council to fund the city's 1985 education campaign 
and collection drive (Albuquerque Environmental Health Department, 1986, 
p. 6). A 1983 pre-campaign survey in Seattle was used for a similar 
purpose (Galvin and Ridgley, 1982). 
Surveys of collection day participants are also potentially useful 
in detecting which aspects of the pre-collection day campaign are effec-
tive in bringing out those who participate. There have been many of 
these on-site surveys (Dorian, 1986; Laderman et al., 1985; Unertl, 
1986); indeed, because they are often used to obtain a record of the 
materials brought to the event, they seem to be nearly universal. 
Based on an examination of the results from 10 on-site surveys for 
various first-time collection events across the nation, virtually all 
on-site surveys ask something about the basic demographic status of par-
ticipants. It typically turns out that collection day participants are 
better educated, older, and more likely to own their own homes than one 
might expect about the general population. 
On-site surveys have generally included questions about the impor-
tance of various media and other sources for informing participants 
about the collection drive. By far the most consistently important 
source is newspapers, especially articles, followed by radio and then 
pamphlets or flyers, with any other print or media source (especially 
television) typically being of little significance. Friends and co-
workers, where listed, are often cited as sources among first-time par-
ticipants. 
There may be some difference between participants and nonpartici-
pants in regard to their sources of information. In a recent post-event 
general household survey in metropolitan Seattle, where 94 percent of 
the sample claimed to be nonparticipants, the medium cited most fre-
quently as a source for hearing about the collection event was televi-
sion (Conlin, 1987). In other words, those who heard about it but did 
not participate got their information from television. 
Another likely way to increase collection day participation is to 
hold drives on a recurring basis, perhaps annually. Subsequent drives 
tend to attract larger numbers of participating households (Laderman et 
al., 1985; Anglada, 1987; Galvin et al., 1982). In Connecticut, for 
example, Goldsmith (1987) estimated that participation generally at least 
doubles in a community's second drive. 
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In Florida, every county had one and only one drive, but the drives 
were timed to flow like a wave rolling across the state over many months. 
Participation rose the later the event was in the series (White, 1987). 
The Florida campaigns seemed to have a cumulative statewide effect, as 
the experience and publicity in counties with early collection events 
seemed to increase the interest and participation in neighboring counties 
with later collection events. 
At least one study of recycling behavior (Ebreo and Vining, 1987) 
shows that participation has gradually increased over time. The authors 
found that the best explanation for participation is "intrinsic motiva-
tion" involving high positive values with respect to the environment. 
The widening of participation is apparently due to a widening of the 
circle of people adopting or expressing this intrinsic motivation. In 
short, a climate of favorable opinion regarding the recycling program 
and its environmental benefits appears to take root in an early core of 
participants and to radiate outward as it envelopes larger portions of 
the community. This pattern is fairly typical of what is found in the 
literature on innovation diffusion and mass communication (Rogers and 
Shoemaker, 1971; De Fleur and Larsen, 1987). It is too early to tell 
whether and at what level there is an upper limit on the spread of this 
climate of opinion and recycling participation. 
In Lexington, Massachusetts, where there have been more annual 
communitywide drives (six) than anywhere else, the household partici-
pation rate has fluctuated (Table 1). There was a strong second-year 
rise, a trail-off in the third and fourth years, a sharp rise in the 
fifth year, and some trail-off in the sixth year. Because the increases 
have been steeper than the decreases, the net change has been upward. 
Lexington1s first-year low participation rate suggests that there 
is a startup period for establishing a collection program. The overall 
rise in Lexington1s participation rates over time suggests that involve-
ment spread broadly throughout the community only after repeated cam-
paigns. If we had information about the character of the educational 
programs and the media sources and about other attributes of par-
ticipants each year, the steep climbs in some years and dips in other 
years might be more fully explainable in terms of the diffusion of a 
climate of favorable opinion. 
Table 1 also shows a fairly steady rise over the years in the 
quantity-per-household that was dropped off on collection day. Although 
1987 seems to reverse this trend, it is a reversal that may be explained 
by the change in the way in which quantities were counted (see footnote 
to Table 1). 
The fairly steady rise calls into question Dorian1s (1986, p. 1-3) 
assumptions that first-year quantities are high because they "represent 
several years accumulation of wastes," and that subsequent-year quanti-
ties will therefore be lower. Instead, it may be that repeat partici-
pants simply have no acceptable alternative disposal option for material 
that they keep buying, while new participants add to the growth of the 
quantities collected. It may also be that participants drop off ever 
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TABLE 1. Participation and Collection Rates for Drives in Lexington, 
Massachusetts, 1982-1987 
Number of Percent of Gall ons 
Year of Participating Lexington's per 
Drive Households Households Household 
1982 93 1.0% 8.3 
1983 213 2.4% 7.5 
1984 164 1.8% 11.1 
1985 137 1.5% 14.5 
1986 400 4.4% 15.7 
1987a 300 3.3% 12.3 
Source: Smith (1987). 
aThe 1987 household participation and gallons counts are estimates. 
Prior to 1987, all quantity counts were based on partial or full 
containers, as received. In 1987, paints were combined so that only 
full gallons of paint were counted. 
larger proportions of hazardous material that they have in storage with 
each passing year, responding in this way to an educational campaign 
that may seem to emphasize the hazards of having certain materials 
around the home. 
Clearly, collection drives should not be envisioned as one-shot 
efforts that can substantially rid the community of HHW overnight. They 
should be designed with the anticipation that at least the first one will 
reach a predisposed few and that subsequent drives designed to reach 
less readily engaged targets will also be needed. 
2.4. Designing Campaigns to Maximize Their Educational Impact 
Recognizing that drives are not complete strategies for eliminating 
environmentally harmful disposal of HHW or unsafe handling of HHM, 
organizers of both the eastern and the western versions of collection 
drives have come to place greater emphasis on public education as the 
most important objective (e.g., Unertl, 1986; Dorian, 1986, p. 6-1). A 
fully developed educational program seeks to inform the public about 
- which household materials are hazardous; 
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- potential environmental and safety impacts of improper use and 
disposal of HHM&W; 
- proper ways to store, recycle, and dispose of HHM&W, including 
disposal by drop-off at a collection event; and 
- less hazardous substitutes for HHM. 
Enhanced public awareness and improved practices around the home are the 
desired outcomes. 
Virtually all drives have lacked a way of assessing effectiveness 
in attaining this broader educational goal. It is common to assume 
success, as in the U.S. EPA's statement that "collection programs 
increase public's awareness of HHW in homes and encourage safer use and 
proper disposal II (Dorian, 1986, p. 1-1). The extent to which this 
indeed happens is unknown, nor is it known which features of the educa-
tional program are most effective (or ineffective). Some have even sug-
gested (e.g., Ridgley, 1987a) that certain educational efforts may be 
counterproductive, scaring people into throwing more HHM into the 
waste stream in order to remove the hazard from their homes. Answering 
these questions requires~surveys of the general public both before and 
after an educational and collection program. 
Only three sets of before/after surveys have been identified. Two 
of these sets were done in Seattle, the first occurring before and after 
a collection day in 1982 (Galvin et al., 1982) and the second occurring 
before and after a collection day in 1987 (Conlin, 1987). The third 
before/after set of surveys was done in 1985-86 in Minnesota under the 
guidance of a former Seattle HHW program coordinator (Ridgley, 1987a). 
The 1982 Seattle surveys were quite brief. They were most notable 
for finding that a far greater percentage of the population expressed 
interest in participating in the collection (88 percent) than actually 
did participate (0.4 percent). The post-collection survey also found 
that the principal reason for interested people not participating was 
that they did not know that there was a drive (23 percent), followed by 
"have no toxic/hazardous substances II (21 percent). As noted earlier, 
the 1987 Seattle post-collection survey ·found that most (57 percent) of 
the nonparticipants said that they did not participate because they had 
no HHW to drop off. 
In the 1982 Seattle pre-collection survey, most homes were found to 
contain some of each of several major types of HHM (pesticides, herbi-
cides, paints or thinners, household cleaners, drain openers). The most 
common pre-collection disposal method was to "throw in the trash," 
although most (64-100 percent depending on type of HHM) did not dispose 
of the material by any method and only 28 percent disposed of any of the 
listed 10 products during the previous year. In the post-collection 
survey, 18 percent said that they had some hazardous items that they 
wanted to get rid of. 
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There were some limitations in the 1982 Seattle surveys. Most 
importantly, there was no assessment of change in awareness or behavior 
as a result of the collection drive. Although the survey design was 
adequate in most of the important respects, there were no HHM&W questions 
repeated in both surveys to permit comparison. 
The 1987 set of Seattle surveys were more extensive and did seek to 
assess change in awareness but not in behavior (Conlin, 1987). Regard-
ing change in awareness, this survey found that examples of HHM "around 
their home" could be named by about 7 percent more of the public after 
the two-month educational campaign than before the campaign. This was a 
change from 32 percent saying in March 1987 that they could not think of 
any HHM "around their home" to 25 percent so reporting in June 1987. 
If, as it appears, the sample size was 300 in each survey, and if the 
procedures for the two surveys were scientifically sound and comparable, 
the 7 percent change has less than a 3 three percent chance of being due 
to sampling error. It is, in other words, a significant change. Some 
of this change could be attributable to the time of year if, between the 
March and June surveys, people acquired more HHM for spring cleanups, 
car servicing, and yard work. 
One other measure of change in awareness was reported by Conlin 
(1987) for the 1987 Seattle surveys. The percentage of people who could 
name types of HHM that should not be thrown into the trash or poured 
down the drain because of possible harm to the environment increased 
from 66 percent in March to 82 percent in June, a change of 16 percen-
tage points. Under the previous assumptions about survey design, this 
has less than a 1 percent probability of being due to chance alone. It 
seems that the 1987 Seattle educational campaign had some effect in 
getting more people to realize the hazards to the environment of 
improper disposal. 
The third "before/after" survey (Ridgley, 1987a; Armson, 1986) was 
done in the city of Winona, Minnesota. The "before" survey of 353 
households was done in the fall of 1985 (mostly in November), and the 
"after" survey of 399 households was done in the spring of 1986 (mostly 
in March or April). 
In answer to a question on HHW awareness that appeared in both 
surveys ("Have you ever heard anything before about household hazardous 
waste?"), those saying "yes" increased from 49 to 60 percent. Assuming 
adequate sampling and survey procedures, there is less than a 5 percent 
probability of this difference occurring by chance alone. This, then, 
was a significant change toward more awareness. 
Interestingly, the before and after surveys did not differ with 
regard to sources of information about HHW. Newspaper articles remained 
the most common source, with 31 percent of the "before" sample and 34 
percent of the "after" sample citing them. Virtually tied for second 
place was radio (12 percent before, 15 percent after) and TV (15 percent 
before, 14 percent after). Brochures, posters, flyers, friends, and 
local organizations each had 6 percent or less citing them in both sur-
veys. In short, although the educational campaign may have had an 
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effect in increasing awareness, no particular information source emerges 
as a probable cause of that effect. 
In a question about specific knowledge, Winona residents were asked 
what sort of products they think of when they hear the term IIhazardous 
household waste. 1I Surprisingly, given the increased awareness about HHW 
in general, there was an increase over time (from 2 percent in fall 1985 
to 17 percent in spring 1986) in the percentage who could not identify a 
single product as an example of HHW. This change toward fewer people 
having specific knowledge about HHW is not at all likely to be due to 
chance. It is difficult to see how the educational campaign could have 
caused this decline in specific knowledge, unless it convinced some 
people to be more cautious about their layman1s assumptions about what 
is hazardous. The Minnesota reports did not discuss this point (Armson, 
1986; Ridgley, 1987a). 
The first question on both Winona surveys was an attitude question 
about the importance of lithe problem of HHW II relative to other environ-
mental, safety, and health issues in Minnesota. There was some minor 
fluctuation but no significant overall change in the percentage saying 
that the HHW problem was either lithe most important ll or 1I0ne of the most 
important ll problems (63 percent in fall and 69 percent in spring). The 
educational campaign did not significantly raise the priority that 
people give to the HHW problem. 
The Winona study also attempted to assess the impact of the campaign 
on behavior. Specifically, they were asked what they do with their 1I01d 
paint thinner,1I their lIused motor oil,1I and their 1I01d pesticides. 1I 
Findings were mixed. On the one hand, the percentage saying that they 
put them in the garbage significantly declined for thinners (down from 
26 percent to 15 percent) and for motor oil (down from 20 percent to 11 
percent) but not for pesticides (down from 32 percent to 28 percent). 
The decline in the disposal of paint thinner by putting it in the 
garbage was perhaps partly due to the increase in the proportion of 
respondents who said that they IInever have anyll (up from 42 percent in 
fall to 56 percent in spring). The percentage saying that they never 
had any used motor oil or old pesticides also went up, but by insignifi-
cant amounts. Perhaps the educational campaign was convincing some 
households not to have certain products around any longer. 
The 9 percentage pOint decline in disposal of motor oil in the 
garbage was offset by insignificant increases in the percentage who 
poured it down the drain (up from 1 percent to 3 percent) and dumped it 
in the backyard (up from 7 percent to 10 percent). This means that the 
percentage who improperly disposed of motor oil, by whatever method, 
remained essentially unchanged. The percentage who recycled any of 
these products also remained essentially unchanged. 
The pioneering Seattle and Winona surveys suggest that at least a 
few· pre-collection campaigns have had some educational impact. The 
impact appears to be limited and mixed rather than extensive and con-
sistent. These surveys are, however, themselves too limited to provide 
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a basis for firm generalizations. They typically used, for example, 
very broad survey questions that were rarely specific to particular 
types of HHM&W and that were usually asked of every respondent, 
including those who do not possess, use, or dispose of various types of 
HHM&W. This limitation creates problems of accurate reporting. These 
surveys were also surprisingly deficient in asking about public policy 
issues. The Seattle and Winona surveys are nonetheless useful in 
suggesting issues about the types of educational effects needing more 
exacting study. 
2.5. Summary 
Community HHM&W educational and collection programs have emerged and 
rapidly diffused since 1982 in response to mounting public concern about 
hazardous wastes around the home and in the environment. Most programs, 
especially in the eastern and central portions of the United States, 
focus on what have become one-day annual collection drives. Some 
programs, especially on the West Coast, give greater attention to educa-
tional efforts to reduce household use of hazardous material or to mini-
mize risks associated with use, storage, and disposal of them. 
Collection events continue to be the cornerstone and highlight of 
virtually all HHM&W programs. Their success is typically indexed by the 
proportion of households that participate (usually not more than 1 per-
cent) and by the quantity of material collected (usually a net volume of 
2-8 gallons of actual dropped-off waste material per participant, or a 
gross haul-away volume of 4-16 gallons of waste material, containers, 
and packing per participant). These indices of success would take 
substantially higher values, showing greater impact, if they were based 
only on those households in the community that have some HHM stashed away 
awaiting disposal or if they were based on the quantities of materials 
awaiting disposal. Another measure of success would be an assessment of 
the quantity of HHM brought to the collection event that would otherwise 
be disposed of inappropriately. 
Collection drives involve promotion and education to attract 
participation. Little is known about the kinds of promotional and 
educational efforts that result in high participation for these kinds of 
events. Surveys to date indicate that first-year participants tend to be 
relatively better educated, older homeowners who have some awareness of 
the HHW problem and who heard about the event from newspapers or radio. 
No data were found on subsequent-year participants. Since participation 
tends to grow over time, it is inferred that subsequent-year participants 
are drawn more broadly from the community. There is a need for finding 
out what distinguishes early participants from later participants. 
Educational campaigns have become an increasingly important feature 
of HHM&W programs. They try to improve year-round household handling and 
disposal of HHM&W, to build interest in alternatives to HHM, and to 
attract targeted elements of the public to collection events. Educa-
tional campaigns of this sort have rarely been evaluated. Such evalua-
tions as do exist indicate that campaigns have mixed or partial success. 
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Although one evaluation found increased awareness of hazards associated 
with HHW and another found increased awareness of HHW in general, there 
was also a finding that specific knowledge about types of HHW declined. 
One evaluation found that disposal of some types of HHW in the garbage 
declined. 
To evaluate the effect of educational campaigns, there must be 
pre-campaign data and comparable post-campaign data on what households 
are doing and thinking with regard to HHM&W. To provide such an eva-
luation was the main purpose of the before and after surveys described 
in this report. 
We turn next to review the operation of the September 13 Champaign 
County collection day, particularly with regard to what we found out 
about the number and type of participants, the quantity of material 
dropped off, and the success of the event in these terms. Then we 
review the before/after survey findings to assess the broader impact of 
the collection event and the remaining need for a continuing HHW collec-
tion program. 
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CHAPTER 3 
THE SEPTEMBER 13 CHAMPAIGN COUNTY COLLECTION EVENT 
The Household and Farm Hazardous waste Collection Day in Champaign 
County was September 13, 1987. This chapter briefly reviews the prep-
aration for the event and presents the results of an on-site survey of 
those who brought materials to drop off. 
3.1. Scheduling, Site Selection, and Site Logistics 
The decision in late June 1987 to include farms in the collection 
drive meant that the collection date had to occur at a time when farmers 
would be free to participate. A mid-September date was chosen to avoid 
conflict with farm harvests and early winter inclement weather. Were it 
not for these considerations, the collection date would have occurred in 
mid-October in order to allow more time for publicity and an educational 
campaign. The collection date was scheduled for a Sunday to avoid 
conflict with University of Illinois football games in September and to 
permit full utilization of the Champaign City Public Works facility for 
collection. 
The criteria for site selection included having a site that was 
structured to permit easy control of traffic flow, with multiple drop-
off stations for both hazardous and nonhazardous materials. For addi-
tional tips on site selection and preparation, see Appendix K. A map of 
the layout and traffic flow plan for the collection site is presented 
as Figure 1. Arriving vehicles first had contact with police and 
traffic control volunteers from the nearby Chanute Air Force Base, who 
checked for explosives that should be removed and diverted before the 
vehicle proceeded. Next the arriving vehicles encountered the survey 
researchers, who provided each vehicle with a copy of the questionnaire 
on a clipboard with a pencil. There was invariably plenty of time to 
fill out the questionnaire. Trained interviewers from the Survey 
Research Laboratory, with volunteer assistance, distributed and col-
lected the questionnaires. They also distributed educational materials 
on HHM&W. 
The questionnaire proved not to be useful in pre-screening for 
types of materials brought to the site. Instead, volunteer pre-
screeners at the point marked "entrance" and at the "pre-screen" station 
checked for recyclable oil, latex paint, or plain trash, each of which 
was diverted to its place before the vehicle entered the building for 
drop-off of hazardous materials. The pre-screen station also packaged 
and marked any dioxins, which could not be legally disposed of under 
21 
." 
....... 
G') 
c 
:;;0 
rn 
..... 
r 
PI 
'< 
0 
s:: 
c-I" 
PI 
::s 
0.. 
--I 
., 
PI 
-i) 
-i) 
...... 
n 
." 
0 
~ 
N '"'0 
N 
PI 
::s 
-i) 
0 
., 
c-I" 
::r 
CD 
('") 
0 
CD 
n 
c-I" 
...... 
0 
::s 
U'J 
c-I" 
CD 
PUBLIC WORKS CENTER 
,..-----_._ ........... _ ..... __ ._ .... _ ............................................................................................................................................ .. 
Fire Dept. I & " " Supp gort Unit I 
.,jit! ,tl'" .... ' I l 
" I I , I 
• jlt' ,tl,t "II 11,1 • •~ I. packing area LI11:,/,I'IIII':!llllill!II:,"i"'! du npster .:0 .. ,".,."".",,,.,,,,,,.,.,.;,.,.,,1 v-;:: exit ~ •. -..- - latex paint '1 I • _ intake area +.,.- I i 
•• • _. ' rec¥c1ed oil ! . ~ : ~ i l-:-~:~·;':~·~1':~,.:~.:-:«-:~.:~."\·l 
t pre-screen! • l 
1 I ~ Q err .~survey ) ~ 1- • (1 IJ 
EDGEBROOK DR -t traffic flow""! 
I . , 
...: 
CI) 
~ (!) 
~ 
• Police Dept.ltraffic control 
• volunteers 
HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE EVENT 
Sept. 13, 1987 
current guidelines and which were returned to the participant with 
written instructions on storage until disposal procedures are developed 
and announced. This last pre-screening was conducted by an employee of 
GSX, Inc., of Greenbriar, Tennessee, the contractor responsible for all 
handling, packing, and disposal of the hazardous waste. 
Inside the spacious public works building motor pool area, repre-
sentatives from GSX, Inc., and several volunteers, dressed in head-to-
foot protective clothing, removed the materials from the vehicles and 
placed them in a large, generally undifferentiated collection. At the 
exit to the building, a volunteer distributed educational materials and 
related HHM&W items. Along the entire route, there were several volun-
teers available to direct traffic and answer questions. Subsequent to 
the collection event, GSX employees spent several days sorting and 
packaging the materials. 
The collection intake, scheduled to run from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 
p.m., was closed at 1:30 p.m. when enough material had already been 
received to fill both the initial supply of barrels and an additional 
supply acquired during the noon hour. 
3.2. Intergovernmental Cooperation in Planning 
a Collection Event 
Among the management issues involved in planning a collection 
event, one of the first to be addressed is securing the cooperation 
of relevant local governments. Especially important are the agencies 
responsible for trash disposal; the health department and any agencies 
concerned with environmental questions; the schools, to facilitate 
publicity or public education; the police or sheriff's department, to 
assist in traffic control; the fire department, to help control hazards 
at the collection site; and any comparable state agencies. 
The Champaign County collection event had some of the necessary 
cooperation from the start because the event was sponsored and managed 
by the Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal Association of the City of 
Champaign, City of Urbana, and Champaign County. There was also exten-
sive cooperation with the Champaign County Farm Bureau and the League of 
Women Voters of Champaign County in both publicity and recruiting volun-
teers for the event. The schools and other civic groups were, for the 
most part, not involved in the Champaign County event. 
3.3. Materials Collected: Disposal Contractor's Report 
The contract between the City of Champaign and GSX specified that 
the hazardous materials be left in the containers in which they arrived. 
These containers were sorted by broad categories and placed in 55-gallon 
barrels, along with enough vermiculite packing material to eliminate any 
possibility of contact between the containers in the barrel. 
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The total amount of material collected, along with the packing 
material, filled 188 barrels and weighed 33,656 pounds. The disposal 
methods that were utilized in the program included sending 136 barrels 
to a secure landfill (probably in Tennessee or South Carolina), dis-
posing of 50 barrels by incineration, and using aqueous treatment or 
sewer disposal for 2 barrels. 
A report from the Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal Associa-
tion incorporating information from GSX, Inc., is included as Appendix 
G. This report reviews costs and funding, procedures for collection, 
and GSX·s assessment of the packed weight of the various categories of 
materials collected. 
3.4. Publicity and Educational Materials 
The collection event was preceded by six to eight weeks of publi-
city and limited public education regarding household and farm hazardous 
wastes. The publicity was less than optimal. There were very few press 
releases and radio and television appearances. Although flyers announc-
ing the event were mailed to most Champaign-Urbana households and 411 x 
711 announcements were placed on single-family home doorhandles,these 
activities occurred late in the publicity campaign and were not aug-
mented with house-to-house distribution of educational materials. There 
were no seminars with the public, no educational efforts in the schools, 
and no plan or program to reach the community·s civic organizations with 
educational materials. A total of $10,000 was budgeted for advertising 
and publicity by the Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal Association. 
An additional but undetermined amount was also spent on educational 
materials by the Hazardous Waste Research and Information Center. 
A list of publicity activities between July 24, 1987, and the 
September 13th collection event is given below, divided into four parts 
for the four major organizations acting as agents of publicity for the 
collection event. 
Hazardous Waste Research and Information Center: 
- HWRIC sent out a press release in mid-August to all Champaign 
County media. 
- Public Information Officer Christina Komadina and Industrial 
Assistance Engineer Dan Kraybill appeared on a 45-minute Focus 
580 (WILL) radio program aired at 10:00 a.m. on September 1, 
1987. 
- Assistant Director Gary Miller appeared in early September on 
WICD-TV·s IINews Roundtable ll for a show on hazardous waste. He 
mentioned the collection drive during that program. 
- HWRIC and the League of Women Voters of Champaign County placed 
an ad announcing the collection drive in the Champaign-Urbana 
News-Gazette. The ad appeared on September 12, 1987. 
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- Flyers were distributed at the Illinois State Fair in early 
August listing informational materials available from HWRIC on 
household hazardous waste. 
Cities of Champaign and Urbana: 
- Flyers giving the collection date and other information were 
mailed on or about September 1 to 16,000 Champaign-Urbana sing1e-
family households. This mailing was done under contract with a 
private firm that specializes in mailing advertisements. 
Composition of their list of households was not made known. 
- City employees distributed doorhangers during September 1-12 to 
most Champaign-Urbana single-family households. 
- On September 1, a billboard advertising the collection event was 
set up on a busy street near downtown Champaign. 
- Sam Chandler made several media appearances including 
(a) WOWS's "Penny for Your Thoughts" radio talk show at 
10:00-11:00 a.m. on July 21, 1987 
(b) WLRW radio talk show in the first week of August 
(c) WICO's "Today on the Farm" on September 7, 1987 
- Sam Chandler also gave a talk to the Rotary Club West and to 
AMBUCS in early September. 
- There was a display at Marketplace Mall during two weeks in 
August. The display was sponsored by the Community Recycling 
Center and had information on the collection event. 
- 50 U.S. EPA household hazardous waste posters were reprinted to 
include information about the program and were placed on city 
buildings in Champaign-Urbana. 
Successful Farming Magazine: 
- Sent out two versions of a press release. The first press 
release was sent to Champaign County media. The second press 
release, which contained more detailed information about the 
collection, was released to media statewide shortly before the 
collection event. 
- Sent out letters from the Successful Farming editor to 1,200 
Champaign area subscribers telling them about the collection. 
- Publisher Jim Cornick wrote a letter that was sent to major che-
mical corporations and agricultural organizations soliciting 
their support for the program. 
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- An AP wire story appeared in the Grand Rapids Press (in 
Michigan), Belleville News-Democrat, Kankakee Illinois Journal, 
Lafayette Journal and Courier, Freeport Journal Standard, 
Jacksonville Journal Courier, and Mt. Vernon Register News. 
Champaign County Farm Bureau: 
- An article about the collection event appeared in the Farm 
Bureau·s September newsletter. The newsletter is distributed to 
all of the Farm Bureau·s approximately 6,700 members. 
- Dennis Riggs, who is in charge of publicity for the Bureau, wrote 
a column about the collection that appeared in four weekly papers 
during the three weeks prior to the event: Rantoul Press, 
Mahomet Citizen, South Champaign County Today (in Villa Grove), 
and County Star (in Tolono). 
- The Farm Bureau had a booth at the County Fair in late July where 
they passed out cards with information on the collection. (These 
cards were supplied by Sam Chandler.) 
- During August and early September, the collection was promoted on 
the Farm Bureau·s weekly radio program that airs on WIAI in 
Danville and WPXN in Paxton. 
- Dennis Riggs did a news interview with WDWS radio prior to the 
collection. 
The publicity was truncated by the decision to move the collection 
date up from the original mid-October date to the September 13 date. 
The original plan for an educational campaign was also largely abandoned 
when it was realized that there was not enough time to assemble adequate 
staffing and to develop and distribute educational materials. Instead 
of a massive educational effort, educational content remained largely 
incidental to the publicity regarding the collection event itself. 
The print materials resulting from the publicity (e.g., newspaper 
articles, editorials, flyer, doorhanger, posters) are reprinted here 
in Appendix A in chronological order of distribution or publication in 
Champaign County. It is interesting to note that the post-collection 
day print publicity was as great, if not greater, than the pre-
collection day print publicity. It appears that one important con-
sequence of the collection event was to introduce household hazardous 
waste into public discourse in the print media. 
3.5. The On-Site Survey 
Every vehicle arriving at the drop-off site completed all or most 
of the survey questionnaire. A copy of that questionnaire is provided 
in Appendix I. 
As part of a handout in an oral interim report to the Intergovern-
mental Solid Waste Disposal Association, frequency tables were prepared 
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for responses to all of the questions on the on-site questionnaire. 
Some of these tables provide separate listings for households and farms. 
The tables are reprinted here in Appendix H, and the highlights are sum-
marized below in Section 3.6. 
The main content of the on-site tables comes from the survey of 
participants. Some of the tables also contain comparisons with the July 
1987 general population survey of farm households in Champaign County 
and of urban households in Champaign, Urbana, and their urbanized 
fringe (CUF). This survey conducted prior to the collection event and 
discussed in Chapters 4 through 8, assessed how much household hazardous 
material was in the community, what was being done with it, and what the 
population thought should be done about it. Some key findings from 
those chapters are brought into notes to the on-site tables in Appendix 
H so that we can see how the collection day participants differ from the 
general population. 
One main set of differences concern the quantities dropped off by 
participants in comparison with the quantities that the general popula-
tion has inappropriately disposed of or has available awaiting disposal. 
Data from the July 1987 survey indicated that CUF households had impro-
perly disposed of approximately 45,500 containers of hazardous waste 
during the previous 12 months and that Champaign County farmers had 
improperly disposed of about 660 containers of hazardous waste during 
the same period. This means that the 3,338 containers brought to the 
collection drop-off on September 13 were about 7 percent of the quantity 
annually improperly disposed of by farmers and CUF residents. 
It appears from Table H.3 that up to two-thirds of these 3,338 con-
tainers were taken from storage rather than diverted from improper 
disposal. The actual diversion from improper disposal as a direct 
result of the collection event was apparently no more than 1,608 con-
tainers (sum of rows a, b, c, and d in Table H.3), or 48 percent of what 
was dropped off, or 3.5 percent of what is annually improperly disposed 
of by CUF and farm households. 
Finally, the July survey determined that there were an estimated 
3,300 households in CUF with containers of hazardous waste that they 
wanted to get rid of, while there were about 333 farms with unwanted 
hazardous waste that included pesticides, herbicides, petroleum pro-
ducts. The 262 households that brought hazardous waste to the drop-off 
were only 7.9 percent of the total estimated 3,300 CUF households that 
in July had hazardous waste that they wanted to get rid of. The 94 
farms that brought hazardous waste to the drop-off were 28.2 percent of 
the total estimated 333 farms in the county that had hazardous materials 
in July that they wanted to get rid of. 
The nearly 8 percent participation rate among lIeligible ll CUF house-
holds (i.e., among those with HHW that they wanted to get rid of) and 
the 28 percent participation rate among lIeligible ll farmers were far 
short of total participation or saturation. Yet, put in proper perspec-
tive, these are impressive participation rates for the first-ever event 
in a region of the nation never before having an HHW collection. 
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Moreover, given the less-than-optimal publicity in the cities and mini-
mal educational efforts anywhere, the turnout was all the more 
remarkable. 
By assessing participation with a rate based on eligible house-
holds, we also avoid the unchallenged and grossly misleading assumption 
that every household can and should participate in these events. We 
further avoid the distressing conclusion that follows from such a 
misleading assumption, namely, that only about 1 percent or less of the 
households participate. Instead, we find that a first-time modest 
publicity campaign in an urban setting can result in turning out almost 
1 of every 12 eligible households and that a more aggressive publicity 
campaign among an attentive farmer population can achieve a turnout of 
fully 2 of every 7 eligible farmers. This is a very substantial 
starting point for future growth of an HHW diversion program. 
Although there are obviously significant portions of the "eligible" 
or potential population of participants who actually participated, most 
of the potential population remains to be reached and to have its stored 
but unwanted hazardous waste collected for proper disposal. In addi-
tion, there are those households and farms--nearly equal in number to 
the ones with unwanted but stored hazardous waste--that have been 
inappropriately disposing of some hazardous materials over the previous 
year. Except for the overlap of about one out of three between those 
who store and those who inappropriately dispose of unwanted hazardous 
waste, the latter remain largely untouched by a collection event such as 
the one on September 13. 
In table notes reporting percentages from the July survey, the 
margin of error for Champaign/Urbana is no greater than 4 percentage 
points (95 percent confidence level); for farms it is no greater than 10 
percentage points. In table notes based on the July survey that report 
counts of materials discarded or in storage, the counts are point esti-
mates that also have a sampling error associated with them. 
There is no sampling error associated with the on-site survey, 
since it is a complete count of all who participated on Sunday, 
September 13, 1987. Those who were turned away after the collection 
intake was closed at around 1:30 p.m. were not surveyed. 
3.6. Survey Highlights 
In the following list of highlights from the on-site survey find-
ings, the tables mentioned in parentheses are found in Appendix H. 
* A total of 262 households and 94 farm operations provided hazar-
dous material collected at the September 13 collection event 
(Table H.1). 
* A total of 3,338 partial or full containers of materials were 
dropped off, of which over one-third (1,146) were pesticides 
or herbicides (Table H.2). 
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* If they hadn't used the drop-off collection service, 84 households 
and farms with 1,232 containers of hazardous material would have put 
some of this material in the garbage can, and 169 households with 
2,256 containers would have continued storing some of it (Table H.3). 
* The 3,338 containers of hazardous waste dropped off were only 
about 7 percent of the total number that CUF households and Champaign 
County farmers inappropriately disposed of during the previous 12 
months (notes to Table H.3). 
* Households dropped off only about 10 percent of the hazardous 
waste that the July survey indicated that CUF residents wanted to 
get rid of. Farmers dropped off 21 percent of what the July survey 
said farmers had available and wanted to get rid of. 
* Slightly over one-half of the participants (52 percent) had heard 
about the collection day from a brochure or flyer, and nearly 
half (49 percent) had read about it in a newspaper (Table H.4). 
* The average distance traveled one way to bring material to the 
collection site was just under seven miles (Table H.5). 
* Over one-half of the participants (56 percent) reported that they 
have a need for a collection service for hazardous waste once 
every year (Table H.6). 
* A majority of participants (63 percent) thought that the city or 
county should establish a collection program for hazardous house-
hold waste with a temporary collection site like the one used on 
September 13 (Table H.7). 
* Nearly half of the participants (47 percent) reported that they 
recycle all of their cans, bottles, and newspapers (Table H.8). 
* Just under 94 percent indicated that protection of the quality of 
the local environment in Champaign County was very important to 
them (Table H.9). . 
* Over 90 percent reported that they usually vote in local elec-
tions (Table H.10). 
* The average household size was 2.6 persons (Table H.11), and 
nearly 95 percent indicated that they live in single-family 
houses (Table H.12). 
* Almost half of the participants (46 percent) had attended gra-
duate school (Table H.13). 
* The average age of participants was 52.3 years old (Table H.14). 
* In over 44 percent of the participating households, the head was 
in a professional or managerial occupation; 18 percent were 
active or retired farmers (Table H.15). 
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* The average length of residence in Champaign County was 31.4 
years (Table H.17). 
* Participants came from every township in the county except 
Newcomb and Sadorus, and from nearly every residential area of 
Champaign/Urbana (Table H.18 and Figures H.1 and H.2). 
* Most comments were positive, and there were several suggestions. 
Examples of participants' comments are presented after Table 
H.19. 
3.7. Overall Costs, Contracting for a Hauler or Disposer, and Insurance 
in Previous Collection Drives throughout the Nation 
Appendix J provides a listing of examples of collection costs and 
hauler (or "disposer") for a number of previous collection drives 
throughout the United States. Also in this listing is an indication of 
the total waste collected and number of participants in each drive. 
Insurance and liability are major concerns of people planning a 
collection drive. In Champaign, on-site insurance was already available 
under the existing coverage held by the City of Champaign for its 
Department of Public Works facility. Some of the best information on 
insurance and liability issues and experiences can be found in The 
Operations Manual by Susan Ridgley (1987), available from the Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency, Hazardous Waste Division, 520 Lafayette Road, 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155, (612) 297-1786. 
A listing of tips on contractor selection and insurance is provided 
in Appendix K of this report. For further information on arrangements 
for proper disposal of household or other hazardous waste, insurance for 
collection events, and other "how to" information, contact Christina 
Komandina, Public Information Officer, Hazardous Waste Research and 
Information Center, 1808 Woodfield Drive, Savoy, Illinois 61874, (217) 
333-8956. 
3.8. Summary and Discussion 
The materials that the participants dropped off were very diverse 
and were unexpectedly great in volume. Yet, these materials barely 
began to make a dent in the problem. The materials dropped off were 
only a small portion of the household and farm hazardous waste that is 
in storage awaiting disposal in the community and only a small portion 
of the household and farm hazardous materials that are annually disposed 
of inappropriately. 
Among participants, farmers were substantially better represented 
than were urban residents. Although the participants were widely drawn 
from the general population, they were disproportionately older, long-
time residents and were better educated, of higher socioeconomic sta-
tus, and more involved in the community and in recycling than was the 
general population as a whole. 
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An involved, aware, and aging segment of the community found and 
made use of the Collection Day option for disposing of its household and 
farm hazardous waste. The challenge from this point on is to reach the 
younger households, the less informed or less aware, those less well 
integrated into community life, and those who, for whatever other 
reasons, are not particularly predisposed to participate in a hazardous 
waste diversion program. 
A greater challenge is to find a way to reach everyone with infor-
mation about how to minimize hazardous waste. In order to collect the 
amount of hazardous waste that Champaign/Urbana households and Champaign 
County farms inappropriately dispose of in a year, a collection event 
would have to take in a quantity roughly 14 times greater than that 
taken in on September 13. A more cost-effective route might be a public 
education program regarding waste minimization. 
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CHAPTER 4 
THE JULY AND OCTOBER SURVEY METHODS 
This chapter reviews the design of the July and October 1987 
general household surveys conducted by the Survey Research Laboratory 
(SRL), including data collection procedures and response rates. Margins 
of error and methods for estimating population counts are illustrated 
with examples and are discussed more fully in Appendix D. 
4.1. Survey Design 
SRL designed the July and October surveys to include random samples 
of households in Champaign/Urbana (including their urbanized fringe) and 
in Decatur. A Champaign County farm household sample was randomly 
selected from a more narrowly defined population. Data collection was 
by telephone interview. The questionnaire was designed to be used with 
all three samples and, except for minor changes, in both the pre-
campaign and the post-campaign surveys. 
4.1.1. The Questionnaires 
In addition to the specific objectives outlined in Section 1.3, a 
number of design criteria guided the selection of questions: 
* Questions that measured awareness were placed ahead of questions 
that increased respondents' awareness. 
* Wherever possible, measures of behavior rather than measures of 
attitudes, opinions, or inclinations were chosen. 
* Opinion questions about policy issues were stated with reference 
to concrete choices or behavior. 
* Within the time limits of the survey, there was maximum attention 
to detail about specific types of HHM&W. 
* In asking about HHM&W, question-skipping procedures were used as 
needed in order to avoid asking people how they deal with 
materials that they do not have. 
* The October questionnaire was to be substantially identical to 
the July questionnaire. 
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The July and October questionnaires were developed in close 
cooperation with research and information staff members at HWRIC. 
Planners of the Champaign County publicity campaign and collection event 
were also consulted. Copies of the final questionnaires appear in 
Appendix B. 
4.1.2. The Champaign/Urbana Sample 
The sample size for Champaign/Urbana and its immediate urbanized 
fringe (CUF) was determined so as to permit a margin of error (see 
Section D.1 of Appendix D) of no more than plus or minus 6 percentage 
pOints for analyses done separately on the smaller of the cities, 
Urbana, using a 95 percent confidence interval. Put another way, we 
wanted to be sure that 95 percent of the sample percentages reported for 
the smaller city would be accurate within 6 percentage pOints of the 
true population percentage. Since precision depends on sample size, 
there would be even greater accuracy (less margin of error) for percen-
tages reported for the larger city and still greater accuracy for the 
CUF sample as a whole. This criterion required a sample size for CUF of 
about 700. 
A word about the immediate urbanized fringe is in order. For these 
surveys, it is defined as the area serviced by telephone exchanges that 
are also used within the cities of Champaign and Urbana. This fringe 
area ordinarily extends no more than three miles beyond any part of the 
cities' boundaries. There is no U.S. Census category for the fringe 
defined in this way. The definition was chosen for convenience in con-
ducting the telephone sampling and interviewing and because this readily 
telephone-accessible urbanized fringe may be viewed as part of the 
Champaign/Urbana community. 
Sampling for CUF was done by telephone directory-based random digit 
dialing. This method involves taking a random sample from the residen-
tial listings in the telephone directory and then changing the last two 
digits to random numbers. The procedure allows inclusion of unlisted 
and newly assigned numbers, while minimizing the inclusion of unassigned 
telephone numbers. Nonresidences, motels, and nursing homes reached by 
this method were screened out. University dormitories were excluded, 
but other group housing was included. CUF households with no telephone, 
estimated to be less than 3 percent of all CUF households, were also 
excluded. 
4.1.3. The Decatur Sample 
Decatur was included in the surveys as a comparison community. If 
the change in a campaign-treated community (Champaign/Urbana) is no 
greater than the change in a non-campaign community (Decatur), it is 
best not to claim an impact for the campaign. Patterns of usage and 
disposal of HHM&W in Decatur are also interesting in their own right as 
examples of what happens in another community in Illinois. 
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The sample size for Decatur was kept as small as possible but large 
enough to permit margins of error of no more than plus or minus 8 per-
centage points. These criteria yielded a desired sample size of around 
150. Once again, the sampling method was telephone directory-based ran-
dom digit dialing. 
4.1.4. The Champaign County Farmer Sample 
Before beginning the pre-campaign data collection in July 1987, the 
organizers of the campaign/drive received funding from the Meredith 
Corporation to support the collection of farmers' hazardous waste. A 
portion of that funding was used to augment the survey samples to 
include Champaign County farmers. There was insufficient time and funds 
to use random digit dialing of rural areas and screen for farmers. 
Instead, the Champaign County Farm Bureau made available a current (as 
of June 1987) list of telephone numbers of all of its members who 
claimed "farming" as a source of at least $2,500 annual income. Of the 
1,270 numbers on the list, a random sample was drawn of sufficient size 
to permit completion of 150 interviews. 
During the interviewing for the July survey, we found that 36.8 
percent of the Farm Bureau sample consisted of non-farming members who 
had "farm income" from rents, retirement investments, or other conver-
sions of prior farm assets. This non-farming portion was dropped from 
the sample, leaving a final July sample size of 98 farmers. The October 
farm sample was screened at the beginning of each interview attempt so 
as to yield a final sample of 150 active farmers. 
The Farm Bureau list does not include all 1,792 or so farmer house-
holds in the county (see Section 0.3.3 of Appendix D). Generalization 
from our farmer sample can be made only to the population of Champaign 
County Farm Bureau members who claimed at least $2,500 annual farming 
income and who were actually farming. If this sample differs from the 
population of all active Champaign County farmers, it would be due to 
underrepresentation of low- or no-income farmers and/or to a difference 
between Champaign County farmers who are Farm Bureau members and those 
who are not. 
4.2. Data Collection 
4.2.1. Interviewing 
The pre-campaign survey interviewing began July 5, 1987, and was 
completed on July 26, 1987. A small amount of publicity preceded the 
interviewing. Most notably, on June 1, 1987, the publicity campaign 
and collection event were first announced in a local newspaper article 
(Champaign-Urbana News-Gazette, p. 3, lead article; see Appendix A). 
After this article, there was no campaign activity until July 21, when 
representatives from the Farm Bureau placed hazardous waste collection 
sign-up cards at their tent at the Champaign County Fair, where the 
cards continued to be available until the end of the fair on July 25. 
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Also on July 21, one Farm Bureau representative and the director of the 
Champaign County educational campaign and collection event appeared on 
WOWS radio to discuss the forthcoming collection event. There were no 
other campaign activities through July 26 except word-of-mouth discus-
sions or meetings among campaign planners, funders, and involved volun-
teers or activists. 
In light of the July 21 Farm Bureau activity, it was decided to 
identify by special code all July survey interviews taking place that 
day and later. For both Champaign County samples (farmers and city 
residents), approximately 25 percent in the pre-campaign survey were 
interviewed on or after July 21. A comparison of these 25 percent with 
the 75 percent interviewed before July 21 indicated no statistically 
significant difference (at the 95 percent confidence level) on key 
variables regarding awareness of HHW&M or of the collection program. 
This was true for both the city and farm samples. 
From July 26, 1987, through the collection event on September 13, 
there was an energetic but truncated publicity and quasi-educational 
campaign. A brief discussion of this effort and a full list of publi-
city efforts is presented in Chapter 3. Reprints of print materials 
appearing during the campaign are included in Appendix A. 
The post-campaign survey was deferred for two weeks after the 
September 13 collection event in order to allow the post-event news 
reporting to run its course. Interviewing for the October survey began 
September 27 and was completed October 11, 1987. 
Interviewers asked for the head of the household but talked to any 
other available adult if the head was not available. An effort was made 
to distribute the interviews between evenings and the rest of the day in 
a way that ensured an acceptable balance of male to female heads of 
households or their available substitutes. It was not known whether or 
how gender of respondent might affect results, so the goal was simply to 
maintain a large enough group of each gender to allow us to explore any 
possible gender effects. The final July samples were 56.2 percent 
female and 43.8 percent male in CUF, 68.9 percent female and 31.1 per-
cent male in Decatur, and 65.3 percent female and 34.7 percent male in 
the Champaign County farm sample. The October samples were more evenly 
divided by gender, especially for Decatur (see Table C.41 in Appendix 
C). 
4.2.2. Response Rates 
To maximize the response rate and reduce bias due to selective 
nonresponse, SRL makes 10 attempts to reach an eligible respondent 
before an unanswered telephone number is treated as a "noncontact" or 
before an unavailable "eligible" is permanently classified as "unavail-
able." In addition, "refusals" and "incomplete interviews" are rou-
tinely transferred to an exceptionally effective interviewer who 
specializes in converting them into "completes." 
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Tables 2 (for the July survey) and 3 (for the October survey) 
show the final disposition of all eligible telsphone numbers for which 
contact for an interview was attempted. Two definitions of response 
rates are used (as suggested by Groves and Kahn, 1979). Response Rate A 
is the ratio of completed interviews to all eligible numbers attempted, 
and Response Rate B is the ratio of completed interviews to all eligible 
numbers minus the "noncontacts." (Response Rate A assumes that all of 
the noncontacts are eligible households, while Response Rate B assumes 
that none of the noncontacts are eligible. The truth is certainly 
somewhere in between.) The table also gives a "completion rate," con-
sisting of the ratio of completed interviews to completed plus refused. 
All three ratios are expressed as percentages and presented in boldface 
type in the "Completed" column. 
The response rates are uniformly high. Groves and Kahn (1979) 
report response rates for telephone interviews that are in the 60-70 
percent range for either Response Rate A or Response Rate B, while those 
obtained here are 73 percent or higher. The SRL completion rates are 
also more than 10 percentage pOints greater than those obtained in Groves 
and Kahn1s national survey. 
The obtained sample sizes for all samples equal or slightly exceed 
the intended sizes. The July CUF sample breaks down to 57.7 percent (N 
= 409) in the City of Champaign, 36.8 percent (N = 261) in the City of 
Urbana, and 5.5 percent (N = 39) in the immediate urbanized fringe (see 
Table C.1 in Appendix C). The ratio of the size of the Champaign sub-
sample to the Urbana subsample in July (1.57) closely matches the ratio 
(1.62) calculated from 1980 U.S. Census figures for the population of 
the two cities. The October survey yielded a Champaign-to-Urbana ratio 
of 1.89, which is within normal sampling error (p = .05 or less) of the 
July ratio or the 1980 Census ratio. 
Although there is no U.S. Census category for the fringe as it is 
defined for these surveys, it appears that the sample proportion in the 
fringe is a reasonable estimate of the current relative size of the 
roughly one-to-three-mile-wide urbanized ring around the cities. In 
both the sample and in casual interpolations from village and township 
population estimates by the U.S. Census for July 1, 1984 (Champaign 
County Regional Planning Commission, 1987), about half of this fringe 
appears to be the Village of Savoy, which is directly south of Champaign. 
4.2.3. Checks on Sample Bias 
Several variables in the sample surveys are identical to U.S. 
Census items, permitting assessment of the likelihood of sample bias. 
Only data about household attributes can be compared. Most of the 
demographics in the surveys concern individual attributes, the occupation 
measures were not comparable, and income levels change too much over 
time to afford meaningful comparisons between the 1980 Census and a 1987 
survey. Table 4 presents comparisons for persons per household and 
for number of elderly persons (age 65 or over) per household for C/U 
(excluding the urbanized fringe) and for Decatur. Farmers and the C/U 
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TABLE 2. Final Disposition and Response Rates, for All Three Samples 
in the July Survey (Percentages; Ns in parentheses) 
Type Final DisQosition 
of 
Sample Ratea Completed Refused Unavailable Noncontact Total 
CUF 
Response 75.0 11.2 3.6 10.2 100.0 
Rate A (709) (106) (34) (96) (945) 
Response 83.5 12.5 4.0 100.0 
Rate B (709) (106) (34) (849) 
Completion 87.0 13.1 100.0 
Rate (709) (106) (815) 
Decatur 
Response 73.3 14.1 4.4 8.3 100.1 
Rate A (151) (29) (9) (17) (206) 
Response 79.9 15.3 4.8 100.0 
Rate B (151) (29) (9) (189) 
Completion 87.0 13.1 100.0 
Rate (151) (29) (180) 
Champaign County 
Farmers 
Response 77.1 14.4 6.0 2.5 100.0 
Rate A (155) (29) (12) (5) (201) 
Response 79.1 14.8 15.8 100.0 
Rate B (155) (29) (12) (196) 
Completion 84.2 15.8 100.0 
Rate (155) (29) (184) 
aResponse Rate A = (Completed interviews)/(All eligible numbers). 
Response Rate B = (Completed interviews)/(All eligible numbers minus 
noncontacts). 
Completion Rate = (Completed interviews)/(Completed interviews plus 
refusals). 
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TABLE 3. Final Disposition and Response Rates, for All Three Samples 
in the October Survey (Percentages; Ns in parentheses) 
Type Final DisQosition 
of 
Sample Ratea Completed Refused Unava il ab 1 e Noncontact Total 
CUF 
Response 77.8 10.4 3.8 8.0 100.0 
Rate A (734) (98) (36) (75) (943) 
Response 84.6 11.3 4.1 100.0 
Rate B (734) (98) (36) (868) 
Completion 88.2 11.8 100.0 
Rate (734) (98) (832) 
Decatur 
Response 70.8 17.0 3.3 9.0 100.0 
Rate A (150) (36) (7) (19) (212) 
Response 77.7 18.7 3.6 100.0 
Rate B (150) (36) (7) (193) 
Completion 80.6 19.4 100.0 
Rate (150) (36) (186) 
Champaign County 
Farmers 
Response 82.3 10.8 3.2 3.8 100.0 
Rate A (153) (20) (6) (7) (186) 
Response 85.5 11.2 3.4 100.0 
Rate B (153) (20) (6) (179) 
Completion 88.4 11.6 100.0 
Rate (153) (20) (173) 
aResponse Rate A = (Completed interviews)/(All eligible numbers). 
Response Rate B = (Completed interviews)/(All eligible numbers minus 
noncontacts). 
Completion Rate = (Completed interviews)/(Completed interviews plus 
refusals). 
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TABLE 4. Comparisons of 1980 Census and July and October 1987 Sample 
Survey Data 
Variable 
Mean number of 
persons PBr 
household 
Mean number of 
elderly (65 or 
over) per 
householdb 
Sample or 
Census 
July 1987 Sample 
October 1987 Sample 
1980 Census 
July 1987 Sample 
October 1987 Sample 
1980 Census 
aDoes not include urbanized fringe. 
Cities of 
Champaign/Urbanaa 
c 2.46d 2.65 
2.32 
c 
.199d 
.175 
.206 
City of 
Decatur 
2.49b 
2.78c 
2.55 
.393c 
.300c 
.344 
bDoes not include "inmates of institutions" or "group quarters" housing 
10 or more unrelated persons. Three persons in the C/U samples and 
none in Decatur claimed household size of 10 or more. 
cThe 99 percent confidence interval for this sample mean contains the 
1980 Census mean. 
dThe 95 percent confidence interval for this sample mean contains the 
1980 Census mean. 
urbanized fringe could not be checked owing to a lack of corresponding 
population data. 
It appears that for both cities in both surveys average family size 
in the samples is nearly identical to the Census figures. And while 
households with elderly are about as well represented in the samples as 
in the Census population count, the Decatur samples come close to having 
some overrepresentation of households with elderly members in the July 
sample and some underrepresentation of the elderly in the October 
sample. 
4.3. Margins of Error and Methods for Estimating 
Population Counts 
Because of random sampling error, there is a 95 percent probability 
that percentages based on the total CUF sample will be up to 3.7 percen-
tage pOints off from the true population percentage. To illustrate, 
consider the July survey finding that 47.7 percent of CUF favors a spe-
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cial sales tax on hazardous products in order to pay for a program to 
dispose of HHW in an environmentally sound manner (Table C.16, Appendix 
C). Because of the chance of some sampling error, there is a 95 percent 
probability that somewhere between 44.0 percent and 51.4 percent of all 
households in CUF favor this special tax. 
This margin of error gets smaller for sample percentages that are 
most distant from 50 percent or that are closer to 0 percent or to 100 
percent. For example, the margin of error for the finding that only 4.5 
percent of CUF households in July have disposed of pesticides in the 
past year (Table C.9, Appendix C) has a margin of error of only plus or 
minus 1.6 percentage points. 
The margin of error gets larger for smaller sample sizes. For 
example, while the maximum margin of error for CUFls July sample of 709 
persons is plus or minus 3.7 percentage pOints, the maximum margin of 
error for the 98 sampled farmers in July is plus or minus 10 percentage 
points and for the 151 in the July Decatur sample it is plus or minus 8 
percentage points. More information on margins of error is presented in 
Section D.1 of Appendix D. 
Each respondent in the July CUF sample "represents" 53.5 house-
holds. With this information, it is possible to use sample findings to 
make estimates about the number of households in the community having an 
attribute measured in the July survey. For example, 32 households in 
the July CUF sample said that they had disposed of pesticides in the 
past 12 months. This projects to 1,712 households in the community that 
had disposed of pesticides in the past year (32 x 53.5 = 1,712). 
Similar procedures may be applied to October findings, where each case 
in the sample of 734 "represents" 51.7 households in the population. 
Population projections can also be made from percentages, since 
each tenth of a percentage point in either the July or October CUF 
samples represents 37.9 households. For example, given that 4.5 percent 
of CUF households in July disposed of pesticides, this projects to a 
total of 1,706 pesticide-disposing households throughout CUF (45 x 37.9 
= 1,705.5). The margins of error that applied to the percentages should 
also be projected and applied to the estimated population counts. In 
addition, there may be some rounding error in these projections. 
Sections D.2 and D.3 of Appendix D contain more information on making 
projections of population counts from the sample data. 
4.4. Summary 
The attention to survey methods in this chapter comes from a con-
cern of HWRIC that a technically sound survey provide reliable data 
worthy of drawing implications for a wide range of communities through-
out Illinois. HWRIC also wanted a sound and objective evaluation of the 
Champaign County HHM&W program. The survey methods reviewed here appear 
to meet the requirements of these technical objectives. 
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CHAPTER 5 
HOUSEHOLD AND RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS FOR THE COMMUNITIES 
IN THE JULY AND OCTOBER SURVEYS 
The three communities in this study, Champaign/Urbana, Decatur, and 
the Champaign County farming community, cover a fairly wide range of 
community types in Illinois. This chapter provides a review of the 
demographic and lifestyle characteristics of these three communities. 
Some indication is given of how these communities are similar to or dif-
ferent from other communities throughout Illinois. 
This chapter also introduces the types of household characteristics 
that will enable us to search for ways of understanding what kinds of 
households are better informed (or.less well informed) about HHM&W, what 
each type of household does with HHM&W, and what kinds of opinions dif-
ferent households have about HHM&W policies. The demographic and 
lifestyle characteristics of households that are described in this 
chapter are the attributes that we use in later chapters when discussing 
correlations for the data. Put another way, these demographic and 
lifestyle attributes become the "explanatory" or "control" variables in 
subsequent analyses. 
5.1. The Sampled Communities Compared with Others 
in the State 
The data in the following discussion are taken from the 1980 U.S. 
Census as reported in the 1983 County and City Data Book (U.S. Bureau of 
the Census, 1983). 
The cities of Champaign and Urbana may be best known for being 
hosts to a major university, but they are in many key demographic 
respects similar to some of the cities and suburbs in the larger Chicago 
metropolitan area. 
A comparison of educational level of residents provides a good 
example. Among all residents aged 25 and over in the state of Illinois, just over half (53 percent) have had education through at least four 
years of high school. Somewhat higher percentages would be expected of 
the cities of Champaign (73 percent) and Urbana (76 percent). This per-
centage is as high or higher in Wilmette (88 percent), Wheaton (81 
percent), Skokie (76 percent), Schaumberg (77 percent), Park Ridge (77 
percent), Park Forest (85 percent), and a long list of others through 
Downers Grove (75 percent) and Arlington Heights (83 percent). 
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5.2. Demographics of the Samples 
The discussion beginning in this section draws from the tables in 
Appendix C. Notes on the introductory pages to Appendix C explain the 
format of the tables and the procedures for assessing whether or not 
there were significant differences between the samples for the three 
communities (each sample is compared separately with each of the other 
two samples) and between the two surveys. 
As should be the case if we have good random samples, there are 
very few significant differences between the July and October surveys 
with regard to demographics. The discussion, therefore, focuses prin-
cipally on the July survey, noting only the significant differences with 
the October survey. 
5.2.1. Socioeconomic Status 
Awareness of HHM&W may be more prevalent in some occupational 
groups, such as farmers, than among others. Formal education may play 
some role in what we know or think about HHM&W. Some or all HHM may be 
more commonly used by lower-income or lower-education groups than. by 
others. In short, socioeconomic status may be important in understand-
ing the extent of awareness, use, and disposal of HHM&W among the 
public. 
As should be expected, the CUF sample is significantly better edu-
cated than either the Decatur or farm samples (Table C.31). In CUF in 
July, 72 percent of the respondents had at least some college education, 
while in Decatur, it was 50 percent. The Decatur sample was, in turn, 
better educated than the farmers (37 percent with at least some college 
education). There were no significant changes in average educational 
attainment by October. 
Both full-time and part-time employment rates in July were also 
highest in CUF, enough so that the 29 percent not employed in CUF is 
significantly smaller than the 43 percent not employed in Decatur and 
the 47 percent not employed in the farmer sample (Table C.34a). One 
reason for the larger proportions not employed in Decatur and among far-
mers was the higher percentage who were retired or keeping house (Table 
C.34b). The return of students in October resulted in a near doubling 
of the percentage of unemployed students in the CUF surveys. Employment 
status proved not to be useful in the explanatory analyses presented in 
later chapters. 
On income (Table C.36-40), it was the farmers who had a distinctly 
higher mean income ($34,000) in July, while the CUF sample surprisingly 
had the lowest average income (mean income of $27,300). This may 
reflect in part the youth (average age of 39.5 years) of CUF compared 
with Decatur (average age of 48.1) and the farmers (average age of 51.4) 
(Table C.32). No significant changes in income or age were found in 
comparing the July and October surveys. 
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Although CUF may have disproportionate employment in education, the 
overall occupations of the CUF sample were not significantly more pro-
fessional or technical/administrative than were those of the Decatur 
sample (Table C.35). The University of Illinois' presence is not par-
ticularly prominent in these figures. Indeed, only 6.9 percent of the 
CUF sample in July consisted of unemployed students (Table C.34b). 
(However, an unknown number of employed respondents were also students.) 
Our measure of occupation (Table C.35) shows only one difference 
between CUF and Decatur. Blue-collar workers were 23 percent of the 
Decatur sample, which is almost double the CUF level of 12 percent. 
Aside from this, Decatur's most distinctive labor force characteristic 
is its large proportion (22 percent) of retirees (Table C.34b). In 
comparing occupations between the July and October surveys, there was a 
significant change only in the percentage of Decatur respondents 
employed in technical, sales, and administrative support occupations. 
The farmers are, of course, occupationally more homogeneous, 
although a surprisingly large proportion (24.4 percent) claimed non-
farming occupations while elsewhere reporting that someone in their 
household farmed. The "no occupation" group (Table C.35) consisted 
mainly of persons who were keeping house (Table C.34b), which is a small 
proportion of the CUF sample (7.6 percent) and the Decatur sample (12.0 
percent) but 34.7 percent of the farmer sample. It is common for farm 
surveys to have more farm wife respondents than males, as clearly 
occurred here (Table C.41). 
In the explanatory analyses in the following chapters, the occupa-
tion variables proved to be either not useful or essentially redundant 
with income and education. 
5.2.2. Life Stage and Gender 
As compared with older people, young people might be expected to 
have accumulated less HHM in storage, while possibly being heavy con-
sumers of HHM and producers of HHW. Younger people with fewer roots in 
a community may be less constrained by values regarding what is good for 
the community as a whole. Males may be acquainted with different HHM&W 
than are females and may assess disposal options differently. 
Among the survey samples in the three communities, CUF samples were 
the most evenly divided between male (44 percent) and female (56 per-
cent) (Table C.41). Females in CUF were less readily available to 
interviewers than they were in Decatur and on farms, perhaps because in 
CUF there were fewer "housekeepers" and more employed people of both 
genders. 
The CUF sample was not only the youngest of the three (averaging 
only 39.5 years of age in the July survey, Table C.32), it also had by 
far the fewest years of residence (averaging only 15.9 years in July, 
Table C.2). Nearly one-third of the CUF sample had lived there for 
three years or less, compared with only one-tenth of the Decatur sample 
and less than one-thirtieth of the farmers. Nearly 2 percent of the CUF 
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sample was resident less than two months in J~ly 1987 but expected to be 
resident in the fall. Residents of this young and mobile community have 
not, on average, had as long to accumulate hazardous materials as have 
Decatur or farm residents. 
Although the July survey showed that CUF has a nontrivial 14.5 per-
cent of households with elderly members (aged 65 or over), this is less 
than half the rate found in Decatur (29.1 percent) and involves signifi-
cantly fewer elderly persons per household (.199) than in the farm 
sample (.437, Table C.30). The October survey shows some nonsignificant 
fluctuation from the July survey with regard to the percentage of 
elderly persons in households. 
The July average household size comes out at the same relatively 
small number in CUF (2.46) and Decatur (2.49) and is highest on farms 
(2.91). The July to October fluctuation in household size is within the 
range of sampling error. 
5.2.3. Type of Housing 
In HHM&W educational and collection programming, it is common to 
assume that homeowners or residents of single-family houses differ from 
apartment dwellers in how much HHM of various kinds they use. Long-time 
residents are thought to have accumulated more unwanted materials than 
have newer residents, who may have cleaned out their HHW on the occasion 
of their last move. 
The July survey showed that nearly one-third (31.7 percent) of the 
CUF sample lived in apartments or townhouses, compared with only 11 per-
cent of the Decatur sample and 1 percent of the farmer respondents 
(Table C.28). This difference mirrors the smaller proportion of house-
holds in single-family houses in CUF (56.3 percent) than in Decatur 
(81.5 percent) or the farm sample (92.9 percent). Less than 1 percent 
of the CUF sample said that they lived in group housing such as a fra-
ternity or sorority; in fact, only one respondent reported living in a 
household of 10 or more persons in July and only two respondents 
reported this in October. Except for these three respondents, our 
sampling procedures did not pick up any "group housing" respondents in 
any of the samples. 
Corresponding to the greater apartment residency, youth, and mobi-
lity of the CUF sample, this sample also had (Table C.29) a signifi-
cantly larger percentage of renters (45.7 percent) than did the Decatur 
sample (20.7 percent) or the farmers (13.3 percent). This nonetheless 
leaves a majority (53.7 percent) of the CUF sample, and huge majorities 
in the other communities, consisting of homeowners. Over 85 percent of 
homeowners lived in single-family houses in all samples and both sur-
veys. Because the ownership status (homeowner/renter) variable proved 
to be essentially redundant with the variable identifying type of 
housing (single-family house versus duplex, apartment, mobile home, or 
other), only the housing variable was used in the explanatory analyses 
in subsequent chapters. 
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5.2.4. Champaign/Urbana Neighborhoods 
Neighborhoods provide the structure that public service officials 
use to divide and distribute services of all kinds. While it is, of 
course, not necessarily true that neighborhoods differ in needs or 
wants, the exigencies of service delivery generally means that officials 
develop ways of describing neighborhoods and assigning efforts to them. 
In the distribution of house-to-house information, or in the selection 
of media appeals, HHM&W educational campaigns are inevitably targeted to 
neighborhoods. It is, therefore, useful to know how neighborhoods 
actually do differ in what they think about or do with HHM&W. In this 
study, only CUF has a large enough sample size to permit a breakdown for 
neighborhoods. 
The distribution of the CUF sample among various broadly defined 
neighborhoods is given in Table C.26, 27. The City of Champaign sub-
samples have their largest "quadrant" south of University Avenue and 
west of Prospect Avenue, as might be expected in order to reflect the 
actual population distribution. Similarly, the largest "quadrant" in 
the Urbana samples is appropriately south of University Avenue and east 
of Vine Street. 
5.3. Lifestyle Attributes of the Samples 
The aspects of lifestyle that were considered potentially relevant 
to understanding what people think about and do with HHM&W are those 
that reflect consumer behavior, active concern for the environment, 
civic responsibility, and types of media involvement. 
5.3.1. Consumer Market Engagement 
A measure of consumer market engagement was included on the assump-
tion that it might ultimately help explain who was most responsive to 
the HHM&W campaign. People who are active, aggressive consumers might 
be more interested than would passive consumers in finding appropriate, 
even if troublesome, disposal options. Asked whether they were usually 
among the first to try new products when they come on the market, some 
10-14 percent in each of the samples answered "yes" (Table C.12, 13, 
14). There are no significant differences between the samples or bet-
ween the July and October surveys. This variable also proved not to be 
an important factor in explaining aspects of HHM&W possession or dispo-
sal. 
5.3.2. Recycling 
We asked about the extent of recycling of household cans, bottles, 
and newspapers by the respondent's household, thinking that this might 
have some effect on awareness or handling of hazardous waste. Table 
C.24 shows the basic findings on the extent of recycling by sample. 
Among both the farmers and the CUF households in July, over 30 percent 
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recycled most or all of their newspapers, cans, and bottles. It may be 
important to note that there is no significant difference in recycling 
between these two samples. The October sample showed that CUF residents 
had a slightly reduced percentage who recycled all or most of their 
cans, bottles, and newspapers and a corresponding slight increase in the 
percentage who never recycle. This change in CUF is statistically 
significant. It probably reflects the return of the student population. 
Decatur households are significantly less involved in recycling 
than are either the CUF households or the Champaign County farmers. 
This is no doubt partly due to the demonstrable absence of a weekly 
curbside recycling program in Decatur (Table C.25). Champaign County 
farmers also reported a low level of curbside pickup of cans, bottles, 
and newspapers. This reported rural curbside pickup probably consists 
of the periodic waste motor oil, newspaper, and metal can pickup drives 
organized by the Farm Bureau or the 4-H, at least one round of which had just occurred within a month before the July survey of the farmers. 
Nearly 42 percent of the households in CUF reported in the July 
survey being in a neighborhood with weekly recycling (Table C.25). This 
perceived availability is probably within 30 percentage pOints below 
actual availability, given that curbside pickup was in fact not-----
available in roughly half of the city of Champaign and in the fringe. 
Because of the interest in this matter by the hazardous waste drive 
sponsors (the Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal Association of the 
City of Champaign, City of Urbana, and Champaign County), a detailed 
breakdown of CUF household recycling behavior by city and neighborhood, 
as reported in the July survey, is given in Table 5. Further analyses 
for different types of housing, for different age groups, and for the 
October versus July surveys are not especially relevant here but should 
be the subject of separate reports. 
Despite somewhat different curbside recycling programs, Champaign 
and Urbana had in July equally high rates of self-reported recycling 
participation. Champaign had 32.2 percent and Urbana had 35.8 percent 
saying that they recycle all or most of their cans, bottles, and newspa-
pers. These percentages are not significantly different. The two 
cities do differ significantly regarding the percentage who said that 
their neighborhood had a weekly curbside recycling program, with 41 per-
cent in Champaign and 50 percent in Urbana saying that such a program 
was available to them. The actual availability in Champaign was not 
much greater, while in Urbana actual availability was virtually 100 per-
cent. 
The neighborhoods having the highest recycling rates are in Urbana 
south of University Avenue and in Champaign west of Prospect Avenue. 
North Urbana and northeast Champaign are distinctively lower in par-
ticipation, while nonetheless far exceeding the participation levels in 
Decatur and about matching that of the urban fringe (compare with Tables 
C.24 and C.25). The fringe has strong mid-range participation (recycl-
ing "some" or "most"), which represents a strong commitment considering 
the lack of weekly curbside pickup. 
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TABLE 5. Household Participation in Recycling and Perception of 
Availability of Curbside Recycling, by City and Neighborhood 
in Champaign/Urbana/Fringe, July 1987 Survey (Percents; Ns 
for totals in parentheses) 
Amount of Newspapers, Cans, Is Weekly Curbside 
and Bottles Recycled by House- Recycling Available 
hold? in Neighborhood? 
City and 
Neighborhooda All Most Some None Total Yes No OK Total 
Champaign City: 17.5 14.7 30.4 37.4 100.0 40.9 55.1 4.0 100.0 
(401) (401) 
NE Champaign 13.3 8.3 28.3 50.0 99.0 38.3 56.7 5.0 100.0 
(60) (60) 
NW Champaign 16.9 18.2 37.7 27.3 100.1 37.7 61.0 1.3 100.0 
(77) (77) 
SE Champaign 15.9 15.9 25.4 42.8 100.0 40.5 54.0 5.6 100.1 
(126) (126) 
SW Champaign 21.0 14.5 31.9 32.6 100.0 44.2 55.2 3.6 100.0 
(138) (138) 
Urbana City: 22.1 13.7 27.7 36.5 100.0 50.2 37.8 12.0 100.0 
(249) (251) 
NE Urbana 12.5 3.1 34.4 50.0 100.0 3.1 90.6 6.3 100.0 
(32) (32) 
NW Urbana 14.8 7.4 25.9 51.9 100.0 37.0 51.9 11.1 100.0 
(27) (27) 
SE Urbana 23.9 19.5 27.4 29.2 100.0 61.4 25.4 13.2 100.0 
(113) (114) 
SW Urbana 26.0 11.7 26.0 36.4 100.1 57.7 29.5 12.8 100.0 
(77) (78) 
C/U Fringe 53.2 23.7 34.2 36.8 99.9 0.0 97.4 2.6 100.0 
(38) (38) 
Unclassified 27.8 11.1 16.7 44.4 100.0 33.3 56.6 11.1 100.0 
(18) (18) 
Totals 18.6 14.7 29.2 37.1 100.0 41.7 51.3 6.9 99.9 
(706) (709) 
aThe dividing line between north and south is University Avenue. The 
dividing lines between east and west are Prospect Avenue in Champaign 
and Vine Street extended into Cunningham Avenue in Urbana. 
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Involvement in recycling may indicate the presence of attitudes and 
lifestyle that are predisposing toward greater waste consciousness 
during and after an HHM&W campaign. 
5.3.3. Voting 
One hypothesis was that those tied into community civic networks, 
as identified by voting participation in local elections, would be 
accessible to or predisposed toward the messages of the HHM&W campaign. 
The reciprocal effect of accessibility is, of course, influence, and 
voters are of special interest for their influence in selecting the 
policy makers who ultimately decide on waste disposal options. 
Our self-reported measure of voter participation yielded unreason-
ably high proportions of respondents saying that they normally vote in 
local elections (Table C.33). Nearly 95 percent of the farmers, nearly 
80 percent of the Decatur sample, and over 60 percent of the CUF sample 
said that they normally vote. These are obvious exaggerations, espe-
cially in light of the November 3, 1987, local election turnout of only 
10-25 percent in these communities. For many who answered lIyes ,1I this 
variable may best be taken as an indication of community civic interest 
or of personally idealized or intended participation rather than of 
actual behavior. At the least, there seems little ambiguity about the 
lower interest or involvement of those who answered IIno.1I Regardless of 
these concerns, as will be shown, this proves to be a very important 
variable. 
5.3.4. Media Sources 
People's media sources, especially for local news, may be important 
both in targeting HHM&W campaigns and in determining who becomes 
informed and involved in HHM&W campaign activities and objectives. One 
of HWRIC's major concerns in this project was to identify the media 
sources that might influence attitudes and behavior with regard to 
HHM&W. 
Tables C.19 through C.22 report findings on media sources for each 
of the three samples. Findings include the following: 
* Over half of each sample receives news and information about 
local community affairs mainly from a newspaper, with this pro-
portion significantly higher for farmers than for CUF residents 
(Table C.19). 
* Television is the next most important source of local news (for 
one-quarter to over one-third of the samples), with radio a 
very distant third. Virtually no one claimed to rely on friends, 
family, or other word-of-mouth (Table C.19). 
* Each sampled community has one overwhelmingly dominant newspaper, 
the most important local news source. Among CUF residents, over 
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80 percent read the CU News-Gazette for local news, as do about 
90 percent of the farmers (Table C.22). 
* For local news, the second most important source, TV, tends to 
be dominated in each community by a single channel. The most 
watched TV station for local news is, for 70-75 percent of the 
CUF samples and approximately 90 percent of the farmers, Channel 
3 (WCIA) (Table C.20). 
* The least important media source for local news, the radio, is 
fragmented into many small audiences. The most listened-to radio 
station is WLRW-FM for 23 percent of the CUF samples and WOWS-AM 
for about 40 percent of the farmers (Table C.21). 
* There were no significant changes in types of media involvement 
from July to October. 
5.4. Summary 
The three communities in this study are examples of a fairly wide 
range of community types in Illinois. In regard to socioeconomic com-
position, the cities of Champaign and Urbana are very much like some 
Chicago-area cities and suburbs. Decatur is more typical of the state 
as a whole, especially of its industrial areas. The Champaign County 
farming community is well known for its productivity and leadership in 
agriculture. 
The demographic and lifestyle attributes of households in the three 
samples include the following: 
a. Demographic characteristics: 
Educational attainment 
Employment status 
Household income 
Occupation 
Gender 
Age 
Household composition 
Type of housing and residential tenure 
b. Lifestyle attributes: 
Neighborhood of residence (for Champaign/Urbana only) 
Consumer market engagement 
Recycling behavior 
Voting participation 
Primary media sources 
These communities illustrate in certain respects (e.g., educational 
levels, length of residence, type of housing, recycling behavior, and 
occupational structure) the range of communities that they in some sense 
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represent and may be viewed as examples of what might be found else-
where. 
The household and respondent attributes are illustrative in another 
way. In the next three chapters, we analyze public awareness, posses-
sion, disposal, and views of HHM&W and will use these household and 
respondent characteristics to see which ones best explain or help us 
understand what the public thinks about and does with HHM&W. When we 
find, for example, what the better-educated households think and do with 
regard to HHM&W, these analyses can to some extent be generalized to 
other communities. 
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CHAPTER 6 
AWARENESS OF HHM&W 
The July and October 1987 surveys provide a number of measures of 
awareness of HHM&W prior to the onset of the information and publicity 
campaign and collection drive. This chapter reviews basic descriptive 
findings about awareness and perceptions of the hazardousness of HHM&W. 
Several measures of awareness are also analyzed more fully here in order 
to assess possible explanations for, or at least correlates of, that 
awareness. 
The researchers and their consultants at HWRIC had some working 
familiarity with various lists of the types of materials that are con-
sidered hazardous by experts and are used by homeowners and tenants 
around their residence. The list that we ultimately decided to ask 
about included 12 types of materials: herbicides; pesticides or 
poisons; oven cleaners; drain openers; toilet bowl cleaners; varnishes, 
wood preservatives, or oil-based paints; paint thinners, strippers, or 
solvents; charcoal lighter fluid or propane gas; car motor oil; gaso-
line or kerosene; car antifreeze; and auto, truck, or boat batteries (see Table C.7). 
This is not an exhaustive list, but it covers most materials of any 
presumed substantial volume and familiarity in households. The other 
hazardous household materials that might have been included range from 
fingernail polish remover (a typical example of a small volume but 
highly powerful and hazardous solvent) to photoprocessing chemicals, 
lead-based paint on surfaces or in stored containers, swimming pool che-
micals, or asbestos insulation. 
To measure public awareness of HHM&W, it was necessary to begin the 
survey without providing definitions or examples. Revealing the 
researcher's ideas of what constitutes HHW&W had to be deferred until 
the respondent's awareness was tapped. Hence, this chapter presents 
findings regarding "unprompted" understandings of HHM&W. 
6.1. Heard Anything At All About HHW? If So, How? 
Early in the questionnaire (Q.4a), before any examples of HHM&W 
were named, respondents were asked, "Prior to this call, had you heard 
anything at all about hazardous household waste?" This question does 
not necessarily tap knowledge as much as it taps the existence of public 
discourse involving the term "household hazardous waste" or "hazardous 
househol d waste." Some peopl e may be famil iar with certain aspects of 
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HHM&W from reading labels or by generalizing from public discussions 
about hazardous wastes, yet they may not have "heard of HHW." As 
distinct from knowledge about HHW, to have heard of HHW is to be aware 
of the topic as a matter of some public discussion or debate. 
For several reasons, a more elaborate discussion is given to who 
and how many people heard about HHW than to other topics in this and the 
next two chapters. The question of who heard about HHW is fundamental 
for understanding how respondents answer subsequent questions about HHW. 
Also, some basic themes that recur in subsequent discussions emerge 
first here. Finally, some repeatedly used methods of analysis are 
introduced here. 
6.1.1. Descriptive Findings 
Level of Awareness 
The main findings are that substantial early awareness by 30-60 
percent of the population existed in the pre-publicity period and that 
the publicity resulted in an additional 20 percent hearing about HHM&W. 
Specifically, as shown in Table C.4, Q.4a, we found the following: 
* A substantial 38 percent of the Champaign/Urbana/fringe (CUF) 
sample had heard something about HHW in July prior to the 
publicity campaign. This is significantly larger (p = .05) than 
the 28 percent in the Decatur sample. 
* More striking is the 58 percent of the Champaign County farmer 
sample who had heard something about HHW in July. This is 
significantly larger (p = .01) than the percentages for either 
the CUF or Decatur samples. 
* CUF and farmers experienced a significant and very substantial 
increase in awarenesss during the period of the publicity cam-
~. The percentage of CUF residents who had heard something 
about HHW increased 21 percentage pOints from 38 percent in July 
to 59 percent in October. The percentage of farmers who had 
heard something about HHW increased 20 percentage pOints from 58 
percent to 78 percent. 
* In the comparison community of Decatur, where relevant publicity 
was largely limited to that which spilled over from the mass media 
serving Champaign County, the percentage who had heard something 
about HHW also increased, but by only 7 percentage pOints (one-
third of the rate in the two target communities), rising from 
28 percent to 35 percent. In light of the probabilities of ran-
dom sampling error, this change is not sigificantly different 
from no change. 
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Sources of Awareness 
When asked how they had heard about HHW (Q.4b), very few sources 
were mentioned by the July respondents. There were slightly more 
responses in October. Most notable in both July and October were men-
tions of mass media sources, which were (in order of most to least fre-
quent mentions for CUF and Decatur in July and for CUF in October) 
newspapers, TV, and radio. This is the same order that emerged for all 
samples later in the questionnaire when respondents were asked to iden-
tify their main local news sources in general (Table C.19). 
From July to October in CUF, there was a statistically significant 
change involving a doubling or near doubling in the percentage who had 
heard about HHW from the three key mass media of newspaper, radio, and 
TV. There was also a tripling of the impact of radio in the farm area. 
Even with these increased impacts, however, less than half of either 
sample cited anyone of these media in October. Radio was cited by only 
10 percent in CUF and 15 percent by farmers, TV by 23 percent in CUF and 
29 percent by farmers, and newspapers by only 31 percent in CUF and 44 
percent by farmers. This is nowhere near the full market penetration 
and saturation of impact that one might wish from a media campaign. 
Yet, given the somewhat limited mass media publicity about the September 
13 HHW collection drive in Champaign County (as discussed in Chapter 3), 
the observed change in the level of awareness of HHW demonstrates that 
even a modest effort can have a significant impact. 
The July farmer sample cited magazines ahead of radio as a source 
from which they heard about HHW. This may reflect some effectiveness 
for the long-running effort by a number of farmers' magazines, including 
Successful Farming, to inform farmers about hazardous materials. 
Farmers were generally high in citing all types of mass media as 
information sources. Some of the July and October newspaper citations 
by farmers were, however, to the Champaign County Farm Bureau News or 
to the Illinois Farm Bureau's Farm Almanac, both of which had carried 
some news about problems with hazardous materials around the farm. 
There was also a striking July-to-October increase in farmer's citations 
of the Farm Bureau itself as a source of information about HHW. This 
reflects both the commitment of the Farm Bureau to cooperating in the 
collection drive as a sign of its support for alternatives to local 
landfill disposal, as well as the obvious effectiveness of the Farm 
Bureau in reaching its own membership. 
It may be important that relatively few citations were made in any 
sample to interpersonal sources of information. Interpersonal networks 
(or "word of mouth" information exchanges among people who know each 
other) are generally regarded as very effective but ordinarily rare 
sources of influence during the very early stages of any information-
distribution program. 
Clubs are a type of interpersonal source that can and often have 
been very important in HHW collection drives. The League of Women 
Voters has had a long history of leadership in this area. Other civic 
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groups often join in on these campaigns. In the Champaign County cam-
paign, there was minimal evident club involvement and minimal recogni-
tion of clubs as an information source. Churches and schools were 
apparently totally disengaged from the campaign. 
The most prominent interpersonal sources of HHW information were 
fellow workers (informing as many as 12 percent of those who had heard 
anything at all in CUF or in Decatur about HHW in July) and neighbors (a 
source for 8 percent of the CUF sample in July who had heard something). 
Among farmers, the Farm Bureau (which may be counted as a type of inter-
personal network for many farmers) was very frequently mentioned in 
October. 
Flyers or brochures (including "doorhangers" or cards hung on 
doorknobs) were distributed throughout many Champaign/Urbana neigh-
borhoods before the collection event (see Chapter 3). There was also a 
massive mailing of a flyer/brochure to most residents of the two cities. 
Despite this tremendous effort, flyers or brochures did not receive much 
recognition in October as an information source regarding HHW. Only 8 
percent cited them in CUF. Although the increase in impact was sta-
tistically significant, the attained level of impact was not especially 
prominent. We also found that there was no relationship between the 
citation of flyers or brochures and residency in any of the four 
quadrants of Champaign, in any of the four quadrants of Urbana, or in 
the fringe area. 
It appears that doorhangers and mass mailings may have less impact 
than might be surmised by the fact that they can provide "contact" with 
every household in the areas covered. Posters also did not attain a 
level of any real importance as an information source. Perhaps that is 
because very few posters went up. 
Summary 
As a way of summarlzlng HHW information sources, we combined the 
respondent's citations into two scales. The first is a count of the 
total number of interpersonal sources of information cited by the 
respondent as a source of information about HHW (defined as a count of 
the number of the following sources that were cited: neighbor, family, 
work, club, farm bureau, and school). For the CUF sample, this had a 
mean of .11 in July and .14 in October; for Decatur, a mean of .04 in 
July and .07 in October; and among farmers, a mean of .11 in July and 
.60 in October. Only among farmers was the change from July to October 
statistically significant at p = .05 or less. Interpersonal sources 
were no more important after the campaign in CUF than they were before, 
lending further evidence that an important resource was underutilized. 
The second summary scale of information sources was a count of the 
number of types of mass media (defined as newspapers, radio, television, 
and magazines) cited by the respondent as sources of information about 
HHW. For the CUF sample, this had a mean of .40 in July and 1.16 in 
October; for Decatur, a mean of .39 in July and .53 in October; and for 
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farmers, a mean of .82 in July and 1.80 in October. In this case, the 
changes in both CUF and among the farmers were statistically significant 
at p = .05 or less, while in Decatur there was no significant change. 
This is an indication of a substantial impact of the publicity campaign 
via mass media. in the target CUF and farmer corrmunities and the absence 
of such an impact in the comparison community despite the media spill-
over that Decatur inevitably received. 
Except for the Fann Bureau, there was little or no evidence of 
involvement in information distribution by c'orrmunity organizations or 
institutions that provide personal contact. Vast organizational re-
sources went untapped. The exception that proves the potential for 
using these organizational resources is the Farm Bureau. No measurable 
increase in discussion about HHW was generated between work associates, 
neighbors, friends, and family. It was reported that flyers or 
brochures had a significantly increased impact, although their overall 
level of impact was small. The mass media, while not approaching 
saturation impact, nonetheless played by far the most significant role 
in expanding basic awareness of HHW. The resulting expansion of aware-
ness fell far short of reaching the entire community but was nonetheless 
substantial, with roughly 20 percent more of each target community (CUF 
and farmers) having heard about HHW by October. It would clearly take a 
. more extensive campaign or multiple cycles of publicity to come closer 
to reaching all households. 
6.1.2. Explaining Awareness 
We wanted to find out (a) what kinds of households had heard 
something about HHW and (b) what kinds of households had heard something 
from each of the major types of potential sources of information. To 
get at these questions, we took the demographic and lifestyle attributes 
reviewed in Chapter 5 and examined their relationship with the following 
three variables: 
- Heard of HHW: a simple two-point "Yes/No" scale for indicating 
whether or not the respondent had heard anything at all about 
HHW. This had a mean of .377 in CUF in July (meaning that 37.7 
percent had heard something) and a mean of .591 in October. In 
Decatur, the mean was .280 in July and .347 in October; among 
farmers, it was .582 in July and .783 in October (see top of 
Tables C.4 or 6.1). 
- Interpersonal networks: a surrmary scale consisting of the number 
of interpersonal sources of information cited by the respondent 
as a source of information about HHW (discussed in the preceding 
subsection). 
- Mass media: a second summary scale conSisting of the number of 
types of mass media cited by the respondent as sources of infor-
mation about HHW (discussed in the preceding subsection). 
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These variables were then correlated with all of the respondent 
attributes discussed in Chapter 5. This meant creating a set of dicho-
tomous (or lIyes/noll) variables for such categorical variables as type of 
housing or favorite radio station. Our five-category measure of occupa-
tion became a five-point scale with a high of 5 for the category con-
taining occupations commonly thought to have the lowest prestige, IIBlue-
Collar Production, Craft, or Repair ll (see Q.35 [July] or Q.36 [October] 
in Appendix B and Table C.35). All missing data cases and all IIdonlt 
knowsll were deleted in pair-wise fashion for calculating the simple 
zero-order Pearson correlation coefficients (see next subsection). 
6.1.3. A Note on Correlation Coefficients 
Correlation coefficients are statistics that measure the strength 
of association or relationship between two variables. These statistics, 
denoted by the letter r, can have any value from r = -1.00 through r = 0 
to r = +1.00. A correlation coefficient of r = +1.00 indicates a per-
fect positive relationship, meaning that a given score on one variable 
is always associated with a corresponding score on the other variable (e.g., if all women respondents reported that they had insecticides in 
their homes and no men reported having them, we would find a perfect 
positive correlation of r = +1.00 between being a woman and having 
insecticides). Similarly, a perfect negative relationship is indicated 
by r = -1.00, found where the high value on one variable is always asso-
ciated with the low value on another. 
It is very rare to find perfect positive or negative relationships. 
In fact, strong correlations for social, behavioral, and opinion data 
ordinarily do not get much higher than r = + or -.30. Such a coeffi-
cient reflects a very strong relationship indeed. For example, if 57 
percent of women had insecticides and only 31 percent of men had insec-
ticides, and if there were as many men as women in our sample, the 
correlation coefficient between gender and having insecticides would be 
r = .27. 
Moderate correlations for the data reported here are ordinarily 
those in the range of about r = + or -.12 to r = + or -.19, with larger 
correlations generally being considered strong or very strong. Weak 
correlations are ordinarily smaller than r = + or -.12. A correlation 
of r = 0 indicates no relationship whatsoever. Sometimes the sample 
data show a very weak IIrelationshipll that could be produced by chance 
alone or could be due to sampling error. These very weak correlations 
(in the CUF sample, those under r = + or -.06) are considered statisti-
cally insignificant and are not reported here. Only selected examples 
of the significant correlations are noted in order to avoid redundancy 
of meaning and overload of numbers. 
To augment the correlation analysis of IIwho heard anything at all 
about HHW,II tables showing percentages in cross-tabulation form are also 
provided. These tables pertain only to whether people had heard 
anything (not to how they heard) and show the percentages of selected 
demographic and lifestyle groups or subsamples who had heard about HHW. 
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6.1.4. Who Was Reached? The Findings 
In summary, then, we report selected non redundant respondent attri-
butes that were found to have a significant (p = .05, or 95 percent con-
fidence level) correlation with each of the three previously noted 
measures of awareness: heard of HHW, interpersonal networks, and mass 
media. 
Socioeconomic Status: July 
CUF. In the July CUF sample, it was the more highly educated (r = 
.10) and higher-income households (r = .07) that had previously heard 
something about HHW. The better-educated (r = .16) respondents were 
also more likely to cite interpersonal networks as their specific source 
of information about HHW. There was no pattern for identifying those 
~~~-~-who cited the mass media as sources in July. The mass media were having 
a random effect in this pre-publicity campaign, while interpersonal net-
works were reaching persons with higher socioeconomic status. In per-
centage terms (Table 6), the July CUF correlation of r = .10 between 
education and having heard about HHW translates into a difference bet-
ween 33.5 percent of those with less than four years of college educa-
tion having heard about HHW and 42.4 percent of those with at least four 
years of education having heard about HHW. 
Decatur and farmers. The better educated in Decatur (r = .17) and 
the farm sample (r = .22) were also significantly more likely to claim 
prior knowledge of HHW in July. Higher-income Decatur residents were 
more likely to have already heard about HHW (r = .24), but there was no 
income effect on having heard about HHW among farmers. Occupational 
status was not associated with hearing about HHW for either sample. 
There were no significant correlations between socioeconomic attributes 
and specific sources of information about HHW in these samples. 
Socioeconomic Status: October 
By October, the proportion of the target communities (CUF and far-
mers) that had heard of HHW had substantially increased. Did they now 
represent different segments of the community? If knowledge was spread-
ing more broadly, the October correlations would be weaker than the July 
correlations. If knowledge was being more extensively distributed or 
received in the very same groups that disproportionately had it in July, 
the October correlations for these groups would be larger. The percen-
tage table (Table 6) shows which groups had the greatest change. 
CUF. The CUF correlation between education and having heard about 
HHW increased from .10 in July to .12 in October. Although this is a 
modest change in the correlation coefficient, the change in percentages 
is more impressive. Table 6 shows a greater change (25 percentage 
pOints, from 42 percent to 67 percent) in the awareness of the well edu-
cated than in the awareness of the less well educated (who experienced an 
18 percentage point change from 34 percent to 52 percent who had heard 
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TABLE 6. Percent of Respondents in Various Socioeconomic Groups Who 
Had Heard of HHW, by Sample and Survey Date (Cell sizes in 
parentheses) 
Champaign/Urbana/ 
Fringe Decatur 
Champaign County 
Farmers 
Socioeconomic 
Group July 187 Oct. 187 July 187 Oct. 187 July 187 Oct. 187 
Full Sample 
Education: 
Less than 4 
years of 
college 
4 years of 
college or 
more 
1986 Household 
Income: 
Less than 
$20,000 
$20,000-
$40,000 
Over $40,000 
37.7 
(264) 
33.5a 
(125) 
42.4 
(139) 
33.7 
(88) 
40.3 
(83) 
40.4 
(59) 
59.1 
(430) 
51.7b 
(196) 
67.2 
(234) 
46.6b 
(123) 
63.2a 
(156) 
74.5 
(105) 
28.0 
(42) 
25.0 
(27) 
35.7 
(15) 
19.5a 
(8) 
23.2a 
(13) 
51.9 
(14) 
34.7 
(52) 
32.2 
(38) 
43.8 
(14) 
33.3 
(13) 
44.3 
(27) 
31.0 
(9) 
58.2 
(57) 
56.1 
(46) 
68.8 
(11) 
57.1 
(8) 
54.1 
(20) 
63.2 
(12) 
aDiffers significantly from the next percentage down the column by 
p ~ .05. 
bDiffers significantly from the next percentage down the column by 
p ~ .01. 
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78.3 
(119) 
74.8a 
(92) 
92.9 
(26) 
78.6 
(11) 
81.3 
(39) 
76.2 
(32) 
of HHW). Although more of the less educated were becoming aware, they 
were doing so at a lower rate of change than were the better educated. 
In other words, the awareness gap by educational level was widening. 
This widening gap in CUF is much more pronounced for income 
groupings. Whereas the income correlation with having heard of HHW was 
barely significant at r = .07 in July, it rose to r = .26 in October. 
Table 6 shows that the percentage of those with less than $20,000 
income who had heard of HHW rose 13 percentage pOints (34 percent to 47 
percent) from July to October, while those with greater than $40,000 
income who had heard of HHW rose nearly 35 percentage pOints from 40 
percent to 74 percent. With regard to sources of information in the 
October survey in CUF, higher-income respondents gave significantly more 
citations both to mass media (r = .18) and to interpersonal networks 
(r = .08). Although education had no effect on information source, the 
effect of income alone is sufficient to indicate that higher-status 
households not only retained their better pre-publicity reception of HHW 
information from interpersonal sources but also became better receptors 
of any HHW information that got into the mass media as a result of the 
publicity campaign. 
Decatur. In Decatur, education remained important in explaining 
awareness in October, changing from an r = .17 in July to an r = .15 in 
October. Both higher and lower education groups gained in awareness at 
about the same modest rate (Table 6). Moreover, where income was 
important in differentiating the aware from the unaware in July, it was 
no longer a significant factor in October. In short, the observed 
increase in awareness seems to have spread more evenly through the 
socioeconomic strata in Decatur than in CUF. There also continued to be 
no relationship between socioeconomic status and the particular sources 
of HHW information (interpersonal or mass media) in Decatur. Since 
Decatur was essentially still in a pre-campaign situation, information 
from CUF was still more randomly spread. 
Farmers. Among farmers, education was again a factor in awareness 
in October. Whereas the correlation with having heard of HHW was .22 in 
July, it was .23 in October, despite an enormous increase in the propor-
tion of the total farm population that had become aware. The gains in 
awareness were slightly greater for the better educated than for the 
less well educated. It appears that the better-educated farmers may be 
reaching a ceiling of awareness, with 93 percent already saying in 
October that they had heard some thing about HHW. 
In trying to explain sources of HHW information for farmers, it was 
found that the mass media reached all farmers equally. However, infor-
mation sources from interpersonal networks disproportionately reached 
the better-educated (r = .20) and higher-income (r = .33) farmers. 
Interpersonal networks were defined here to include the Farm Bureau, a 
very extensively cited information source among farmers and evidently 
one to which higher-income farmers paid particular attention. This is, 
of course, consistent with findings in CUF, where higher-income persons 
are also likely to find their interpersonal networks to be informative 
about HHW. 
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Summary. In general, higher status provides access to a more 
information-rich environment, more background knowledge or skills that 
are useful for interpreting information, and more resources for applying 
information. 
As a ceiling is approached for reaching more of the better-educated 
or higher-status groups in the population, further publicity and educa-
tion should have the effect of reducing the awareness gap by status 
level. Those who are harder to reach are necessarily more gradually 
brought up to some basic awareness. The messages in publicity or educa-
tional campaigns may need to be made increasingly more accessible and 
applicable to conditions in less well-off households in order to achieve 
all that these campaigns set out to do. 
Life Stage and Gender: July 
For all three samples at both survey dates, the gender of the 
respondent, the size of household, and the number of elderly persons 
(aged 65 or over) or school-age children (aged 5-17) in the household 
were found not to be particularly relevant factors in explaining who had 
heard about HHW or how they had heard. In contrast, respondent's age 
and especially length of residence in the community proved to be of some 
importance in interesting ways. 
CUF. In the July CUF sample, older respondents (r = .13) and those 
who had been in the community the longest (r = .14) were most likely to 
have heard about HHW. These were also the people who heard about it 
from the mass media (r = .14 for age; r = .12 for length of residence). 
The effects of length of residence and age are more clearly seen in 
the percentage table (Table 7). While 31 percent of those who had 
lived in the community 10 years or less had heard of HHW, 47 percent of 
those who had 36 or more years of residence said that they had heard of 
HHW. Similar but slightly weaker differences in awareness separate the 
young (aged 35 or under) from the old (60 or over). Of the two 
variables, age and length of residence, it appears that length of resi-
dence is the more important in explaining who finds out about HHW first. 
Those who have been around the community for a while, and thus perhaps 
have acquired a stake in it and an interest in environmental quality and 
protection from hazards, are the ones who in pre-publicity July had 
disproportionately heard about HHW. 
Decatur and farmers. Moderately strong relationships between 
having heard of HHW and length of community residence were found in July 
for the Decatur (r = .17) and farm samples (r = .18). Longer-term farm 
residents tended to have heard about HHW from the mass media (r = .19). 
There were no significant correlations between whether or not the 
respondents in these samples had heard of HHW and either age or gender. 
The mass media were a major source for those farm respondents whose 
principal activity was "keeping house" (r = .24) 
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TABLE 7. Percent of Respondents in Various Length of Residence and 
Age Groups Who Had Heard of HHW, by Sample and Survey Date 
(Cell sizes in parentheses) 
Champaign/Urbana/ 
Fringe Decatur 
Champaign County 
Farmers 
Length of 
Residence or 
Age Group July 187 Oct. 187 July 187 Oct. 187 July 187 Oct. 187 
Length of 
Residence: 
10 years or 
less 
11-35 years 
36 years or 
more 
Age: 
18-35 
36-59 
60 or over 
31.4b 
(114) 
43.5 
(108) 
47.2 
(42) 
31.2b 
(113) 
44.1 
(98) 
45.0 
(50) 
49.8b 
(200) 
68.1 
(158) 
77 .4 
(72) 
49.2b 
(193) 
70.9 
(161) 
70.1 
(75) 
25.0 
(7) 
23.9 
(17) 
35.3 
(18) 
20.5 
(9) 
35.0 
(21) 
25.6 
(11) 
27.3 
(9) 
30.4a 
(24) 
48.6 
(18) 
21.1b 
(12) 
44.1 
(26) 
41.2 
(14) 
45.5 
(5) 
50.0 
(20) 
68.1 
(32) 
55.0 
( 11) 
65.9 
(27) 
50.0 
(18) 
aDiffers significantly from the next percentage down the column by 
p 5. .05. 
bDiffers significantly from the next percentage down the column by 
p 5. .01. 
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80.0 
(20) 
86.0 
(37) 
73.5 
(61) 
71.4 
(15) 
82.9 
(68) 
73.5 
(36) 
Life Stage and Gender: October 
CUF. In CUF, the correlation between age and having heard of HHW 
rose from r = .13 in July to r = .19 in October. As may by now be sur-
mised, this reflects a greater gain in awareness among those aged 60 and 
over (up 25 percentage points) than among the 18-35 age group (up 18 
percentage pOints, see Table 7). With the correlation between length 
of residence and awareness rising from r = .14 to r = .21, there was a 
corresponding but even stronger disproportionate rise in awareness among 
longer-term residents than among shorter-term residents. That is, those 
living in the community 10 years or less went up 18 percentage pOints in 
awareness, while those living in the community 36 years or more went up 
30 percentage pOints. 
With regard to information sources, older residents and those with 
a longer length of residence reported greater receipt of mass media 
reports about HHW (r = .25). On the other hand, there was no rela-
tionship in CUF in October between interpersonal network sources and 
life stage or gender. 
Decatur. In Decatur, having heard about HHW remained fairly 
strongly correlated both with age (r = .25) and with length of residence (r = .15) in October. In the case of age, 21 percent of Decatur1s 
respondents aged 35 or under said in October that they had heard of HHW 
(Table 7). This was almost exactly the same percentage as in July, 
indicating no change in awareness among the younger population. On the 
other hand, among the oldest age group in Table 7, 41 percent had heard 
about HHW in October, a rise of 15 percentage pOints from July. The 
middle age group in Decatur showed a rise of 9 percentage pOints. 
This suggests that, in places such as Decatur, where information on 
HHW consists largely of media overflow or incidental mass media referen-
ces, there is little or no social status differentiation in the distri-
bution or reception of this information (as noted earlier), but there is 
more effective communication with older and longer-term residents. The 
latter seem to be the quickest to pick up on IIgeneral news ll publicity 
relating to HHW. Lending support to this interpretation, the rela-
tionship between age and having heard about HHW from the mass media in 
October was r = .14 in Decatur, which is significant at p = .05. 
Farmers. Age remained unimportant and length of residence became a 
statistically unimportant factor among farmers in October. This may 
reflect the fact that basic awareness among farmers is approaching 
saturation. Also, as in July, neither age nor length of residence 
helped to explain source of knowledge in October. 
Summary. During the first publicity campaign for getting out 
information about HHW to Champaign County households, the awareness gaps 
between different status and life-stage groups have been widening in 
CUF. Awareness among the older and longer-term CUF residents and among 
the better-educated or higher-income CUF residents may be approaching a 
ceiling. As this ceiling is approached for those who are quick to 
become informed, and as the others catch up, the gap should narrow and 
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possibly disappear. This already seems to be occurring among the ini-
tially better-informed farmers. Meanwhile, older people and especially 
those with a more established stake in the community seem to be more 
receptive to early information about problems with HHW around their 
homes and in their community. 
Housing Tenure and Type: July 
CUF. In CUF in July, residents of single-family houses (83 percent 
of whom were homeowners) were more likely to have heard about HHW (r = 
.13) and to have heard through the mass media (r = .13) than were resi-
dents of other structures. Apartment (r = -.11) and trailer or mobile 
home residents (r = -.10) were less likely to have already heard about 
HHW. Table 8 gives the percentages of respondents living in single-
family houses (43 percent) and in other structures (31 percent) who had 
heard in July of HHW. 
Decatur and farmers. The July relationship between having heard of 
HHW and living in a single-family house was also strong in Decatur (r = 
.22; 33 percent had heard versus 7 percent of those in other dwellings) 
and in the farm sample (r =.25). In both samples, respondents in 
single-family houses (over 80 percent of whom were homeowners) again 
tended to have heard through the mass media (r = .14 for Decatur; r = 
.19 for farmers). 
Housing Tenure and Type: October 
CUF. By October in CUF, there had been an enormous growth in basic 
awareness among those living in single-family houses, from 43 percent in 
July to 72 percent in October. Meanwhile, there was a smaller rise in 
awareness among those living in other structures (up from 31 percent to 
45 percent). As a consequence, the correlation between residence in a 
single-family house and having heard about HHW rose from r = .13 to r = 
.27. Here the awareness gap associated with housing type is definitely 
getting much larger. 
Decatur. In Decatur, where publicity about HHW presumably con-
sisted mainly of relatively nonusable spillover news from Champaign 
County, there was no increase in awareness among those living in single-
family houses (Table 8). In contrast, there was some observed increased 
awareness among residents of other structures, who in July seemed to 
have almost nowhere to go but up in terms of awareness. The result is a 
total closing of the awareness gap by housing type in Decatur. Whereas 
the correlation with type of residence was .22 in July, it dropped to 
zero in October. Caution is necessary here, however. The change is due 
mainly to reports from a few of the very small number of households 
living in other dwellings in Decatur. 
Farmers. There were also too few farmers living in other struc-
tures to permit meaningful comparison of the change in their awareness. 
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TABLE 8. Percent of Respondents in Various Housing Type and Lifestyle 
Groups Who Had Heard of HHW, by Sample and Survey Date (Cell 
sizes in parentheses) 
Champaign/Urbana/ Champaign County 
Fringe Decatur Farmers 
Housing Type or 
Lifestyle Group July 187 Oct. 187 July 187 Oct. 187 July 187 
Residence Type: 
Si ngl e-fami ly 
house 43.0a 71.8a 32.8a 34.7 61.5a 
(170) (275) (40) (43) (56) 
Other 
dwellings 30.7 45.1 7.1 34.6 * 
(94) (155) (2) (9) 
Recycling of Cans, 
Bottles, and 
Newspapers: 
Recycl es all 
49.6b 79.1b or most 31.3 41.7 64.5 
(116) (163) (5) (10) (20) 
Recycles 
some or 
none 31.5 51.4 27.6 33.3 55.2 (146) (264) (37) (42) (37) 
Voting: 
Normally 
votes 43.8a 67.1a 30.3 36.5 58.1 
(194) (298) (36) (42) (54) 
Does not 
vote 27.7 46.1 19.4 26.5 * 
(70) (129) (6) (9) 
aDiffers significantly from the next percentage down the column by 
p .$. .05. 
bDiffers significantly from the next percentage down the column by 
p .$. .01. 
*Indicates too few cases for reliable percentaging. 
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Oct. 187 
78.5 
(117) 
* 
91.1a 
(41) 
72.9 
(78) 
79.0 
(113) 
* 
Summary. One surmises that there may be a greater sense of respon-
sibility for safely managing materials around one's residence on the 
part of homeowners and others whose place of residence is shared with no 
other household or family. This responsibility would create a pragmatic 
"need to know" that would make receptivity to HHM&W information much 
greater than in other dwellings. This greater receptivity among those 
in single-family houses is evident in CUF, where a publicity campaign 
explicitly sought to provide useful information to those with HHW to 
dispose of or with HHM to store and handle safely. The findings for 
farms seem consistent with this. In Decatur, where this information was 
not particularly useful, there is no special receptivity in single-
family houses. 
Champaign/Urbana Neighborhoods: July and October 
The only patterns of awareness by neighborhood were for north 
Urbana (a largely middle- to low-income area) to be less aware in both 
July (r = -.07) and October (r = .07); for southeast Champaign to change 
from average awareness in July (when there were few UI students in the 
neighborhood; no correlation) to less aware in October (after the stu-
dents returned; r = -.10); and for southwest Champaign and southeast 
Urbana (both largely upper-middle-class areas) to go from average aware-
ness in July (no correlation) to being slightly more aware in October (r 
= .07 for each neighborhood). 
Recycling: July and October 
CUF. In CUF in July, recyclers were much more likely than nonre-
cyclers-(r = .20) to have heard about HHW. Having heard about HHW was 
reported by 50 percent of those who recycle all or most of their cans, 
bottles, and newspapers, while 32 percent of those who recycle some or 
none of these materials said in July that they were aware of HHW (see 
Table 8). Recyclers were more likely than nonrecyclers to have heard 
about HHW both from interpersonal networks (r = .13) and from the mass 
media (r = .13). It appears that a general environmental concern 
characterizes the early-aware in CUF. 
By October, the relationship between recycling and awareness had 
increased from r = .20 to r = .27. As Table 8 shows, this reflects a 
greater gain in awareness by recyclers (up 29 percentage pOints from 
50 percent to 79 percent) than by nonrecyclers (up nearly 20 percen-
tage pOints from 32 percent to 51 percent) and resulted in a widening of 
an awareness gap between recyclers and nonrecyclers. Recyclers seem to 
be especially receptive to information about problems with HHW. 
Decatur and farmers. There was no relationship between recycling 
behavior and having heard about HHW in Decatur or among Champaign County 
farmers in July. By October, the gains in awareness in Decatur were so 
randomly or evenly distributed between recyclers and nonrecyclers that 
the relationship remained essentially at zero. Once again, this seems 
to indicate that in the control community of Decatur, where HHW infor-
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mation was largely very general and not particularly useful, the recep-
tion is scattered and not especially well received by people who would 
be ready receptors for useful information of this type. 
Among farmers, however, the information available in Champaign 
County regarding HHW was both useful and somewhat elaborate. It was 
also targeted to farm-based problems and tied, as in Champaign/Urbana, 
to ongoing issues about landfill siting and safety and other environmen-
tal issues. Not surprisingly, farmers who recycle a lot were the most 
receptive. The increase in awareness among farmer recyclers was nearly 
as great (27 percentage points) as it was among the CUF recyclers (where 
awareness went up 29 percentage points), resulting in a remarkable 91 
percent of the farmer recyclers in October reporting prior awareness of 
HHW (Table 8). This is probably close to the ceiling of attainable 
awareness in any subgroup. Meanwhile, awareness among the farmer non-
recyclers also went up considerably (to 73 percent from 55 percent), but 
not quite as far as for the recyclers. The correlation between recycl-
ing behavior and hearing about HHW went up from zero in July to r = .15 
in October. 
Summary. Recyclers are ready receivers of information about 
problems with HHW. The sense of community responsibility, environmental 
concerns, and motivations that lead to recycling (Ebreo and Vining, 
1987) are similar to some of those that were offered as rationales for 
concern about HHW during the Champaign County publicity campaign. 
Recyclers might easily make this connection without the publicity expli-
citly doing it for them. Yet, receptivity and absorption of the infor-
mation would seem to depend in part on the specificity and utility of 
the information. In Decatur, where there was no collection drive and 
only general publicity, such information as was available received no 
distinctive recognition by the recyclers. 
Voting: July and October 
CUF. CUF voters, more often than nonvoters, indicated in July that 
they had heard about HHW (r = .16). They were also more likely than 
nonvoters to have heard about it from the mass media (r = .17) as well 
as from interpersonal networks (r = .09). 
By October in CUF, the correlation between voting in local elec-
tions and having heard about HHW had risen to r = .21. This means that 
the percentage gap between voters who were aware and nonvoters who were 
aware had widened (from a difference of 16 percentage pOints in July to 
a difference of 21 percentage pOints in October; see Table 8). Both 
groups became more aware of HHW, but a greater share of voters than of 
nonvoters did so. 
Decatur and farmers. In Decatur, voters in July were no different 
from nonvoters in their likelihood of having heard about HHW. By 
October, Decatur voters and nonvoters alike had moved in roughly equal 
steps toward greater awareness, with no special receptivity by either 
group. The number of nonvoters among farmers was too small for meaning-
ful analysis. 
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Summary. Voting in local elections shares with recycling a con-
notation of responsibility for the community and engagement in it. 
People who say that they are local election voters are also in need of 
information about their community in order to make voting decisions. 
These would seem to be the attributes behind the tendency of voters, 
like recyclers, to be initially more aware of HHW in their community and 
to become more fully aware as a group as information is made available 
to them. 
Media Sources: July and October 
It was thought that the respondent's main source of news and infor-
mation about local community affairs might have an effect on pre-
campaign awareness and on subsequent increases in awareness. Some 
pre-campaign differences were found, but preferred type of media had 
little or no effect on changes in awareness. 
CUF. In CUF, those who cited radio as their main source of local 
news in July (Q.19) were also slightly more likely to have heard about 
HHW (r = .08), and to have heard about it from the mass media (r = .14). 
Those who cited TV as their main source of local news were slightly less 
likely to have heard about HHW (r = -.09), but if the TV watchers di-d---
remember having heard something about HHW, they were more likely than 
others to recall hearing about it from the mass media (r = .12). Those 
who make newspapers their principal source had nearly average awareness 
and no special source for information about HHW. (See also the percen-
tages in Table 9) It turned out that it made no difference which type 
of media one relied on. Regardless of whether one relied on newspapers, 
radio, or TV, there was a rise of approximately 22-25 percentage points 
in levels of awareness in CUF from July to October. The October survey 
also revealed that there were no changes of more than a tenth of a point 
in the correlation coefficient for any of the relationships between 
media source and having heard about HHW. 
In July, the specific radio stations (see Q.21) that were most 
likely to be listened to by those in CUF who had heard of HHW were the 
major AM "talk" and "information" stations serving CUF (WDWS-AM and 
WILL-AM, with r = .24 between preferring one or the other of these sta-
tions and having heard about HHW by July). The specific radio stations 
most listened to by those who had not heard of HHW were the three most 
popular FM rock music stations serving CUF (WLRW-FM, WKIO-FM, and 
WPGU-FM, with r = -.22 between preferring one of these stations and 
somehow hearing about HHW). Table 9 shows that, in July, 58 percent 
of those who preferred the talk radio stations had heard about HHW, 
while only 28 percent of those preferring the popular rock music FM sta-
tions had heard of HHW. 
If the type of radio listened to affected awareness, we would 
expect a widening gap between the awareness of the talk radio listeners 
and the rock music radio listeners. It turned out that the gap 
narrowed, with rock music listeners gaining slightly more in awareness 
(up 20 percentage points to 48 percent aware) than did the talk radio 
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TABLE 9. Percent of Respondents Having Various Preferred Media Sources 
Who Had Heard of HHW, by Sample and Survey Date (Cell sizes 
in parentheses) 
Champaign/Urbana/ Champaign County 
Fringe Decatur Farmers 
Preferred 
Media Sources July 187 Oct. 187 July 187 Oct. 187 July 187 Oct. 187 
Main Local 
News Source: 
Newspaper 39.5a 60.2a 31.7 35.1 63.3 78.4 
(136) (231) (26) (26) (38) (76) 
Radio 50.0a 74.7a 27.3 43.8 * 86.7 (32) (56) (3) (7) (13) 
TV 31.9 54.0 26.5 32.7 50.0 81.8 
(79) (129) (13) (18) (12) (27) 
Preferred Radio 
Program For-
mat: 
Talk/informa-
tion (WILL-
57.7b 73.8b AM/WOWS-AM) NA NA 65.8 84.1 (94) (107) (25) (53) 
Popular music 
(WPGU, WLRW, 
WK10) 28.0 47.6 NA NA 56.0 72.7 
(139) (271) (28) (48) 
aOiffers Significantly from the next percentage down the column by 
p ~ .05. 
bOiffers significantly from the next percentage down the column by 
p ~ .01. 
*Indicates too few cases for reliable percentaging. 
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listeners (up 16 percentage pOints to 74 percent). The talk show lis-
teners remained more aware, but by a smaller margin. The October survey 
also found that there was little meaningful change in the relationships 
between having heard about HHW and listening to the various types of 
radio stations (r = .16 with talk radio and -.26 with rock radio). 
Radio station preference seems to be more coincidentally related to 
awareness, perhaps because of a common cause, than it is in itself a 
cause of awareness. 
Choice of a specific TV station or newspaper was found to have no 
relationship with pre-campaign hearing about HHW. In the post-campaign 
survey, watching a Decatur-based TV station for local news (WAND, 
Channel 17) provided a negative impact on awareness (r = -.12). This 
channel did not cover the collection event. 
Decatur and farmers. In Decatur and among farmers in July, there 
was no relationship between having heard about HHW and the respondent's 
primary media source for local news. Among farmers, the only specific 
media source having a relationship with having heard about HHW is the 
option of not listening to radio (r = -.22), an effect that disappeared 
in October. There are no notable relationships between specific media 
sources for Decatur residents and having heard about HHW. 
Overa 11 Summary 
Those in all three communities who had already heard something 
about HHW in July tended to be the better-educated, higher-income, long-
standing members of the community who lived in single-family houses and 
took an interest in the quality of community life through engaging in 
recycling and voting in local elections. There were no distinctive pat-
terns of media preferences among those who were aware in July other than 
having some preference for "talk/information radio." The better edu-
cated were more likely than the less educated to have heard about HHW by 
July from interpersonal networks, while older and longer-term residents 
were more likely than younger and newer residents to have heard from the 
mass media. 
In the target communities for the publicity campaign--CUF and 
Champaign County farmers--the demographic and lifestyle groups that were 
most aware of HHW in July were also those that acquired the greatest 
additional awareness during the campaign. Those groups that were less 
predisposed to awareness of HHW also generally gained some basic fami-
liarity with the topic of HHW since the publicity campaign inevitably 
reached some of them as well, but their gain in awareness was less than 
that of those who were already predisposed. The result was to widen the 
awareness gap between the higher-status, longer-term, or more community-
involved residents and the lower-status, newer, or less community-
involved residents. 
Preferred media source was not a factor in producing this widening 
gap. Part of the reason for this may have been that the higher-status 
groups, already containing a disproportionate number who were aware of 
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HHW issues, tended to get more information disproportionately from 
interpersonal contacts. The influence of the mass media was strongest 
among older and longer-term residents but was not especially affected 
by the media preferences of the respondents. Mailings and doorhangers 
did not have as pronounced an effect as might have been expected from 
their capacity for blanket coverage and were generally less effective 
than the mass media. 
In the comparison community of Decatur, changes in awareness were 
more random or evenly spread across demographic and lifestyle groups. 
In Decatur, any available information was of a general nature or 
described Champaign1s event, was not keyed to a Decatur community 
program, was imported by mass media (principally TV, which received by 
far the greatest number of HHW information source citations in Decatur), 
and therefore probably did not reach or relate to the interests of those 
most predisposed to pick up and use HHW information. 
6.2. Heard About an HHW Collection Day? 
6.2.1. Descriptive Findings 
Respondents in July were asked if they had IIheard anything about a 
special day in your community for the collection of hazardous household 
waste ll (Q.18a and Table C.18). In the October survey, conducted from 
September 27 to October 11, the question read: IIDid you hear anything 
about a special day earlier this month for the collection of hazardous 
household waste?1I (Q.17a). The discussion of findings regarding how 
many people heard about the drive show, as hoped for, that the publicity 
campaign received extensive recognition. With regard to who heard about 
the drive, the findings closely parallel those with regard to hearing 
anything at all about HHW. 
In July, only 3.2 percent of the CUF sample answered lIyes. 1I This 
may be some confirmation that we actually did conduct the survey before 
the campaign got into full swing. The limited pre-campaign publicity 
was mainly in a newspaper article on June 1, cited as a source of their 
knowledge on this matter by nearly two-thirds of those in CUF who had 
heard of the collection day. One-fourth of the informed in CUF said 
that they had heard about the drive on the radio, and one-eighth cited 
someone at work. Both the percentage who had heard and their sources 
seem to square with what is known about the pre-campaign publicity (see 
Chapter 3). 
A significantly greater proportion of the farmers in the July sur-
vey (9.2 percent) said that they had already heard of the collection 
day. Their sources were mainly from the Farm Bureau or a newspaper. 
The percentage who had heard and their sources again would seem to match 
expectations. 
In the July Decatur sample, we found one person who reported having 
heard about a forthcoming collection day. Considering that Decatur did 
not have a collection day scheduled or announced, this appears to indi-
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cate a comfortingly small amount of positive response bias in at least 
the Decatur sample. 
The October survey found that 44.3 percent of the respondents in 
the CUF sample and 71.2 percent in the farmer sample had learned about 
the existence of the collection day sometime during the publicity cam-
paign (Table C.18). Considering that the aim of the campaign was to 
reach every city household and Farm Bureau farm with, if nothing else, 
saturation mailings, these percentages of people who had heard about the 
event may seem somewhat disappointing. On the other hand, it is 
realistic to acknowledge that publicity and promotion are such common 
features of everyday life that much of them are ignored. Multiple and 
repeated messages via various media are typically required to achieve 
very significant recognition. In this case, the rather sparse publicity 
certainly generated at least as much recognition as might have been 
realistically expected. 
Among those in the October CUF sample who had heard anything at all 
about HHW, 75 percent had also heard about the September collection 
event. That left one-quarter of the aware CUF population whose 
knowledge of HHW did not include recognition of the existence of a 
collection event. These people, 15 percent of the entire CUF sample, 
were probably highly receptive to information about a collection drive, 
if it had reached their consciousness. Evidently, it did not reach 
them. This 15 percent must include some who, during or before the cam-
paign, became lIeducated ll about general problems with purchase, use, 
storage, or disposal of HHM&W. 
Among farmers in the October survey, the penetration with infor-
mation about the drive was more nearly coextensive with basic awareness 
of issues about HHW. Fully 90 percent of those with basic awareness 
also had knowledge of the collection event. This may reflect the fact 
that the farmer publicity campaign was tightly keyed to the event 
itself and involved little auxillary education. 
In both July and October, those who said that they had heard of a 
special day for the collection of HHW were asked, IIHow did you hear 
about it?1I (Q.18b/17b). Hearing about the collection event by October 
was due principally to the mass media, within which the order of impor-
tance was newspapers first, television second, and radio third. That is 
the same order as the sources for having heard anything at all about 
HHW. Among farmers, the Farm Bureau was again as important as some of 
the mass media. Six percent of the farmers also cited IImagazines,1I pre-
sumably including the sponsoring Successful Farming and Farm Bureau 
publications. 
A flyer/brochure (or mailings and doorhangers) was the only infor-
mation source that was more often cited by those who acknowledged 
knowing about the collection event than by those who reported hearing 
anything at all about HHW. Mentioning the collection event in the 
interview probably triggered recall of the flyer or brochure, which was 
otherwise more easily forgotten. Even with this memory trigger, flyers 
or brochures remain much less important than the mass media, with 
recognition by only 9-10 percent of either the CUF or farmer samples. 
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Interpersonal sources of information about the collection event 
were surprisingly minimal in the October survey. It is generally well 
known in social research on influence that interpersonal networks are 
highly effective, especially during early phases of diffusion of infor-
mation. The paucity of citations to interpersonal networks would seem 
to reflect low activation of these influence transmitters. Clubs, 
workplaces, schools, and the like were not much engaged in this cam-
paign. 
In the comparison community of Decatur, there was also reported a 
significant rise between July and October in public recognition of the 
existence of a collection day. Nearly 11 percent in Decatur said in the 
October survey that they had heard about such an event. Because 62.5 
percent of these "informed" people cited TV as a source, it can be 
reasonably assumed that they got their information mainly from the TV 
channels that expressly seek to serve both communities and that they 
were therefore citing knowledge about Champaign1s collection drive. 
6.2.2 Correlates and Explanations: Who Heard About a 
Collection Day? 
Among the respondent attributes presented in Chapter 5, few were 
significantly correlated with having already heard about a collection 
day in July. Of course, this must in part be due to the fact that there 
was little variance to explain in the dependent variable in the July 
survey. 
The October survey was a totally different story. A number of 
substantial correlations were found. These generally fit the pattern of 
explanations found for who had gained some basic awareness of HHW by 
October. 
In CUF, having already heard about a collection day was found to be 
significantly associated with 
- being better educated (r = .07 in July; r = .12 in October) 
- having higher incomes (r not significant in July; r = .21 in 
October) 
- longer length of residence in the community (r = .09 in July; r = 
.18 in October) 
living in a single-family house (r = .11 in July; r = .24 in 
October) 
- recycling cans, bottles, and newspapers (r = .09 in July; r = .25 
in October) 
normally voting in local elections (r = .10 in July; r = .23 in 
October) 
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The increasing size of the correlations indicates that those groups 
predisposed to knowing about the event in July were also the ones who were 
most likely to have more of their members become knowledgeable about the 
September 13th event. These were also the same types of groups--the 
higher status and more community-involved--who were better informed in 
general about HHW. 
In Decatur, the October survey revealed only one significant corre-
lation, r = .20 with income. In other respects, hearing about the event 
is, as one would expect, randomly distributed in Decatur. 
Among farmers, there were significant relationships with 
- longer length of residence (r not significant in July; r = .15 in 
October) 
- having more school-age children in the household (r not signifi-
cant in July; r = .20 in October) 
- being male (r not significant in July; r = .24 in October) 
- recycling cans, bottles, and newspapers (r = .20 in July; r = .18 
in October) 
- listening to talk/information radio (r = .24 in July; r = .20 in 
October) 
There was no correlation among farmers in July between socioecono-
mic status (education, income, occupation) and having already heard 
about a collection day. The farmers who, by October, had heard about it 
tended to be very much like those who had any awareness whatsoever of 
HHW. This, of course, is to be expected, given that the former were 90 
percent of the latter. 
6.3. Naming Household Hazardous Materials 
Early in the questionnaire, before being told anything about what 
the researchers thought was hazardous, respondents were asked, IIWhat 
sorts of products or materials do you think of when you hear the term 
hazardous household waste?1I (Q.5 and Table C.5). Interviewers were not 
to read a list but were simply to record on a list of possible items 
provided in the questionnaire what respondents said. 
6.3.1. Descriptive Findings: Most People Named Examples 
The basic findings include the following: 
* Among the CUF sample in July, 80.0 percent cited at least one 
example of HHW. This was about the same as among farmers in July 
(75.5 percent) but significantly larger than among the July 
Decatur sample (70.9 percent). 
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* By October, the percentage of the CUF sample that cited at least 
one example rose a statistically significant amount to 84.1 per-
cent. Meanwhile, farmers who could cite at least one example 
rose a less than significant amount to 81.0 percent and Decatur 
residents also rose a less than significant amount to 76.0 per-
cent. Given that the percentages are all approaching what must 
be a ceiling, one cannot expect great changes here. Even the 
increase in CUF, while significant, matches in magnitude the one 
in Decatur and may not be more than a normal regionwide rise in 
basic knowledge about HHW. 
* In CUF, the main categories cited in July were household cleaners 
(25.5 percent), pesticides and poisons (18.6 percent), general 
purpose cleaners (17.2 percent), bleach and ammonia (10.9 per-
cent), and car motor oil (9.6 percent). In October, the main 
categories cited and the order and percentages changed to pesti-
cides and poisons (27.8 percent), household cleaners (22.6 
percent), lacquer, oil-based paint, and varnish (13.9 percent), 
paints in general (13.1 percent), and bleach and ammonia (12.4 
percent). The October list of mentioned materials corresponds a 
bit more closely to the lists of HHW mentioned in the publicity 
campaign. 
* In CUF, 46.4 percent of the sample in July and 42.5 percent in 
October mentioned "other materials," among which the most fre-
quently noted items were, in roughly descending order of occur-
rence, sewage, garbage, aerosols, and chemicals. Many appropriate 
as well as inappropriate items or broad categories were mentioned 
by only one or two respondents--for example, "radon," "tubes in 
lighting systems," "grease," "discarded food from restaurants," 
"freon," "grass," or "things that come in cans." 
* The July Decatur sample most frequently mentioned household 
cleaners (17.2 percent) and general purpose cleaners (17.2 
percent), followed by pesticides (15.9 percent) and bleach and 
ammonia (11.9 percent). "Other materials" were mentioned by 35.1 
percent of the Decatur sample. The October list was the same, 
slightly reordered. 
* In the farmer sample, the most frequent July mentions were house-
hold cleaners (33.7 percent), pesticides (29.6 percent), her-
bicides (16.3 percent), and general purpose cleaners (14.3 
percent). In October, the most frequent mentions were the same 
four materials, reordering the first two: pesticides (39.9 
percent), household cleaners (19.0 percent), herbicides (18.3 
percent), general purpose cleaners (16.3 percent), and paints 
(15.0 percent). "Other materials" also got a substantial number 
of mentions in both July (30.6 percent) and October (32.7 per-
cent) but significantly fewer than were offered by the CUF 
sample. 
* The average number of materials mentioned by CUF respondents was 
1.84 in July and rose significantly to 2.18 in October. This was 
an average increase of .34 per respondent. 
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* The average number of materials mentioned by Decatur respondents 
was 1.36 in July and rose not significantly to 1.65 in October. 
This is an average increase of .29 per respondent. 
* The average number of materials mentioned by farmer respondents 
was 1.64 in July and rose not significantly to 2.01 in October. 
This is an average increase of .37 per respondent. 
Despite some of the questionable items under "other," these find-
ings indicate that the majority of the public had at least some basic 
understanding of the concept of household hazardous waste, even before 
the Champaign County publicity campaign. This understanding has im-
proved during the two months of the publicity campaign, especially in 
CUF where there was a significant rise in the number of materials named 
and some slight improvement in the appropriateness of materials named. 
Yet, Decatur also has an observed rise of nearly the same magnitude, 
even though it is a statistically nonsignificant rise. Among farmers, 
the average number of materials cited rose by a greater magnitude than 
in CUF, but it remained insignificant because of the small samples and 
large variances. There is, in short, no evidence here of anything more 
than a very modest educational impact of the publicity campaign on the 
CUF public's ease in identifying HHW materials. The main finding is of 
an initial and continuing high capacity to name some HHW materials, even 
without any (or any effective) educational campaigns. 
6.3.2. Correlates and Explanations: Who Could Name 
Examples of HHW? 
Those who named several types of materials when asked for examples 
of HHW presumably had better familiarity or facility with the concept. 
We wanted to find out how various demographic and lifestyle groupings of 
respondents differ in their familiarity or facility with HHW as a con-
cept, and whether and how this facility by different groups changed 
during the publicity campaign. 
Our measure of facility consisted of a count of the number of 
materials named by the respondent. Although a crude index, it roughly 
taps the extent to which the respondent has ready familiarity or faci-
lity with the concrete meaning of a concept that was just entering 
public discourse. 
CUF 
First, for CUF, those with regular facility for naming examples of 
HHW tended to 
- be better educated (r = .25 in July; r = .20 in October) 
- have higher incomes (r = .12 in July; r = .19 in October) 
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- live in single-family houses (r = .06 in July; r = .15 in 
October) 
- recycle cans, bottles, and newspapers (r = .12 in July; r = .19 
in October) 
normally vote in local elections (r = .10 in July; r = .16 in 
October) 
- prefer radio for local news (r not significant in July; r = .18 
in October) 
- listen to talk/information radio (r = .16 in July; r = .07 in 
October) 
- have already heard something about HHW (r = .24 in July; r = .29 
in October) and heard about it from both interpersonal networks 
(r = .24 in July; r = .24 in October) and mass media (r = .19 in 
July; r = .20 in October) 
Among the CUF sample, perhaps the most important factor in naming 
HHW materials was the respondent's level of formal education. Length of 
residence and age were not linearly related to facility or familiarity 
with HHW materials. Examination of cross-tabulations revealed that the 
middle-aged population had greater facility than the older and younger 
population, but no "length of residence" cohort emerged as especially 
more able to name HHW materials. 
Except for these qualifications, the usual pattern of civic, com-
munity, environmental, and information media involvement is found to be 
associated with the naming of materials that could be HHW. This was 
true in CUF both before and after the publicity drive. The correlations 
generally increased between July and October, indicating that the gains 
in ease of naming HHW were disproportionately occurring among those in 
certain groups (especially the higher-income strata, those living in 
single-family houses, the recyclers, and the voters) where such ease was 
initially present. 
Decatur 
In Decatur, the respondent attribute correlates of facility in 
naming HHW material follow a small but key portion of the same pattern. 
Those who named materials tended to 
- be better educated (r = .26 in July; r = .29 in October) 
- have higher incomes (r not significant in July; r = .32 in 
October) 
- live in single-family houses (r = .25 in July; r not significant 
in October) 
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- prefer newspapers for local news (r = .16 in July; r = .14 in 
October) but not prefer TV (r = -.15 in July; r = .18 in October) 
- have already heard something about HHW (r = .15 in July; r = .22 
in October) 
As a comparison group, the Decatur surveys suggest that the experi-
ences in CUF were not especially unique with regard to naming HHW. If 
this variable taps knowledge, the findings indicate that knowledge grew 
in roughly the same demographic subgroups in both communities--even 
though one had a publicity campaign and the other did not. The major 
difference is that the Champaign population appears to have gained a 
slightly greater overall facility in naming HHW materials. 
Farmers 
Finally, among Champaign County farmers, the naming of HHW 
materials was greater among those who 
- were better educated (r = .20 in July; r = .12 in October) 
- normally voted in local elections (r = .17 in July; not signifi-
cant in October) 
- recycled cans, bottles, and newspapers (r not significant in 
July; r = .27 in October) 
- preferred newspapers for local news (r = .18 in July; r not 
significant in October) 
- had already heard something about HHW (r = .24 in July; r = .20 
in October) 
In general, formal education is a major factor in explaining who 
among the farmers could readily name HHW materials, both before and 
after the publicity campaign. Increases in this facility among farmers 
do not seem to be associated with anything, except that recyclers proved 
to be much more able to name HHW after the drive than before it. 
Summary 
From the start, the overwhelming majority of the public had enough 
knowledge about HHW to be able to name examples. Little if any improve-
ment in this ability can be attributed to the publicity campaign in 
Champaign County. The kinds of materials named as examples appear to be 
among the most hazardous (pesticides and herbicides) and the most common 
(cleaners and paints). The groups in the samples that were more likely 
to name HHW materials were generally the same groups that acquired some 
awareness of HHW: the higher-status and more community-involved resi-
dents. It is with them that initial public cooperation on proper HHW 
disposal may be most expected. 
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6.4. Assessments of Hazardousness of Household Materials 
Respondents were read a list of 12 types of "materials that some 
people think are hazardous"--herbicides; pesticides or poisons; oven 
cleaners; toilet bowl cleaners; varnishes, wood preservatives, or oil-
based paints; paint thinners, strippers, or solvents; charcoal lighter 
fluid or propane gas; car motor oil; gasoline or kerosene; car anti-
freeze; and car, truck, or boat batteries--and whether they thought each 
was "not hazardous, somewhat hazardous, or very hazardous" (Q.6 and 
Table C.6). This measure is perhaps a better indicator of basic public 
knowledge. It is possible, for example, to compare the public1s rank-
ings of materials by hazardousness with more expert opinions on these 
materials. When we do that, we find that the public has a remarkably 
sound judgment of the relative hazardousness of these materials. 
The percent "donlt know," sometimes used in survey research as a 
measure of awareness on quasi-knowledge questions, turned out to be very 
low in most instances. In July, "donlt knows" ranged from a low of 0.8 
percent of the CUF sample assessing the hazardousness of pesticides to a 
high of 15.9 percent of the Decatur sample assessing "motor oil." Some 
25 of the 36 IIdonlt knowlI entries for July in Table C.6 are below 8.0 
percent. In October, the IIdonlt knowsll declined for almost every 
material mentioned and in all three samples. As with naming hazardous 
wastes, respondents seemed to have greater facility in responding to 
questions about HHW after the publicity campaign than before it. 
Even so, there are some differences among the samples with regard 
to familiarity, ease, awareness, or readiness to answer. The CUF and 
farmer samples were generally much more willing to answer with a hazar-
dousness rating than was the Decatur sample, both before and after the 
publicity campaign. 
The findings do not show much difference among the July samples 
in their average ratings of materials for hazardousness. The only four 
differences in this respect are the following: 
a. CUF gave a more hazardous rating to pesticides than did either 
of the other two samples. 
b. CUF gave a more hazardous rating to thinners or solvents than 
did Decatur. 
c. Decatur gave a less hazardous rating to charcoal lighter fluid 
or propane gas than did either of the other two samples. 
d. CUF gave a more hazardous rating to car motor oil than did the 
farmers. 
In October, CUF residents rated herbicides more hazardous than they 
did in July, and farmers rated oven cleaners, drain openers, and toilet 
bowl cleaners more hazardous than they did in October. Farmers in 
October also rated 6 of the 12 types of materials more hazardous than 
did the CUF or Decatur samples. 
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In comparing overall mean hazardousness ratings for all 12 types of 
materials, CUF rated them on average a 2.39 (nearly midway between 
"somewhat hazardous II and livery hazardous") in July and an average of 
2.42 in October, a nonsignificant change. Decatur gave an average 
rating of 2.25 in July and 2.34 in October. This was also not a signi-
ficant change. The average rating given by farmers was 2.32 in July and 
2.43 in October, a significant change at p = .05. Farmer's sensitivity 
to hazardousness seems to have been heightened during the period of the 
publicity campaign. Champaign's and Decatur's overall assessment of 
hazardousness remained, however, essentially unchanged. 
The relative ratings given to each of the 12 types of materials are 
also interesting. Generally speaking, in both July and October, all 
samples gave pesticides, herbicides, drain openers, and gasoline average 
ratings of about 2.5 or slightly above (i.e., midway between "somewhat 
hazardous" and livery hazardous"). Closely behind were thinners or 
solvents, which crossed the 2.5 average line between July and October. 
Materials receiving the lowest mean ratings were car motor oil (just 
under 2, meaning not quite up to the "somewhat hazardous II level), var-
nishes, wood preservatives, or oil-based paints (with means between 2.1 
and 2.2), and toilet bowl cleaners (with means around 2.2 to 2.3, except 
for farmers in October with 2.5). In between were car antifreeze (with 
widely varying averages that themselves average to about 2.3), oven 
cleaners (2.3 to 2.4, except for farmers), and car, truck, or boat bat-
teries (just above 2.4). 
Leaving aside the heterogeneity in some of the questionnaire's 
categories for classifying and listing materials, the relative ratings 
given by respondents in any of the samples are not especially out of 
line with the toxicity ratings developed by Gosselin et ale (1984) and 
reproduced on posters issued by the Illinois Hazardous Waste Research 
and Information Center (1987). The evaluations of toxicity in Sittig 
(1985) are also similar. Some improvements could be made in the 
public's knowledge of hazardousness, but even a pre-campaign public has 
some very general realistic sense of the relative hazardousness of these 
materials. 
The precise hazards that the public pictures may include both 
health hazards and environmental hazards and may involve both immediate 
and long-range risks. The need to put bounds on the length of the 
questionnaire prohibited exploration of this issue. What is obvious is 
that the public has a sense that most HHMs are, in fact, somewhat or 
very hazardous and that the public tends to differentiate materials by 
degree of hazardousness in fairly realistic and soundways. 
Some groups in the public are more likely to rate the 12 types of 
materials as more hazardous than are other groups in the public. The 
most important difference that we found was by gender. For example, in 
the October CUF sample, 41 percent of the women gave an overall average 
hazardousness rating of 2.5 or more to the 12 materials, while only 29 
percent of the men did so (the correlation with gender was r = -.21, 
with male = high score), The number of school-age children in the 
household was also associated with higher overall hazardousness ratings 
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(r = .16 in CUF in October), as was the percentage of elderly persons 
(aged 65 or over) in the household (r = .12 in CUF in October). Similar 
relationships for gender, number of school-age children, and percentage 
of elderly persons were found for the other samples and survey dates. 
6.5. Summary 
Even before the HHW collection drive publicity campaign began in 
Champaign County, there was a surprisingly high level of basic awareness 
in the public regarding what HHW is and how hazardous HHM can be. Basic 
awareness expanded through an additional 20 percent of the population 
during the two-month interval while the publicity campaign was conducted 
in Champaign County. In CUF, among farmers, and even to some extent in 
Decatur where there was some media spillover via TV, this expansion of 
basic awareness is largely traceable to the publicity campaign and to 
the specific media, farmer's networks, and other promotional activities 
that were used. Except for the farmers, interpersonal networks were not 
effectively utilized in the publicity campaign. The campaign worked 
best through the mass media and had modest impacts through direct mail 
and flyers. 
During the period when the publicity was going on, facility in 
naming HHW also expanded in all three communities, and the public became 
more severe in its judgment of the hazardousness of a list of 12 of the 
most familiar types of HHM&W. Some of these changes, up to the level 
experienced in Decatur, were probably not attributable to the publicity 
campaign in Champaign County but were instead potentially attributable 
to widespread and generalized trends experienced in all communities. 
There was no doubt some overflow of information from the Champaign cam-
paign to Decatur, which would shift some causal attribution back to the 
campaign. Clearly, however, the changes in the facility of naming HHW 
and in giving hazardousness ratings are not so pronounced and distinc-
tive in Champaign County that a unique cause for them is required. 
Flowing across the country through virtually all media have been 
periodic waves of news stories, general information, and concern about 
toxic materials and waste disposal problems in America. The Long Island 
garbage barge was very much in the news during the period of the 
Champaign County publicity campaign. Congress was holding hearings on 
toxic waste. There were always new local and regional stories about 
landfill problems. New books and magazine articles were coming out 
about toxics around our communities, and some of these addressed 
problems around the home as well. It is, therefore, no surprise that we 
picked up in our Decatur sample (and cOincidentally in CUF and among the 
farmers) some evidence of the impact of those widespread waves of infor-
mation and concern. 
The Champaign County publicity drive no doubt was successful in 
raising basic awareness of HHW as a topic of public discourse. It pro-
bably did so by riding the rising tide of concern in the news and among 
the aware and informed public. The campaign led to heightened recogni-
tion that HHW was a topic about which public discussion and program 
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action was being undertaken. When we asked whether people had heard 
about HHW or about the collection drive, we were literally asking 
whether they were aware of any of this public discussion and program 
action. In doing so, the campaign helped give focus to a general rise 
in consciousness about HHW, facility to discuss HHW, and concern about 
the hazardousness of HHW. 
In terms of how and to what groups awareness spread, we found one 
basic pattern. Awareness of HHW&M emerges first and spreads most 
rapidly among those with higher socioeconomic status, longer length of 
residence, home ownership or living in a single-family house, and 
greater involvement in community concerns. 
We measured community involvement in terms of recycling behavior 
and voting in local elections. In assuming these responsibilities and 
those of home ownership, with the commitment to the community that comes 
with length of residence, and with the human and material resources that 
come with higher status, the more established and active citizens of 
each community have become those most prepared by prior knowledge to 
give heightened attention to problems in dealing with HHM&W. These 
established citizens seem likely to be the "innovators" who participate 
.. in any newly offered collection program first and who will help to dif-
fuse concern and knowledge outward to a larger circle of the previously 
unaware. 
As awareness and knowledge spreads among the leaders and innova-
tors, there is a slower rate of information gain by lower-status groups, 
newer residents, and those with less community involvement. This 
creates an increasing disjunction or separation of ways of life within 
the community as it relates to knowledge about and capacity to par-
ticipate responsibly in dealing with HHM&W. What is needed is an inten-
sified educational campaign aimed at those who are initially slow to 
respond. 
Considering the basic state of public awareness of HHM&W and public 
perception of their hazardousness, it seems likely that the communities 
might be more prepared within at least some groups to take responsible 
action than waste management planners might have imagined. Indeed, as 
we will see in Chapter 8, most of the public is searching for ways to 
deal with HHW responsibly. 
It therefore becomes a matter of some concern that no communities 
in Illinois had, until September 1987, an HHM&W program addressed to the 
public's concerns. What was done with the hazardous materials brought 
to homes, and to the hazardous waste that they generated, was left to 
the devices of a public a significant portion of whom were surprisingly 
aware and concerned but had no responsible disposal option for most 
materials. The question of what the pre-program public did with what 
quantities of HHM&W is addressed in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 7 
QUANTITIES OF HHM&W AT OR AROUND HOMES, 
GARAGES, AND SHEDS 
Behind any concern about hazardous materials in homes and about the 
risks and wastes that come from them is a basic assumption that there is 
in fact a significant amount of these materials in or around people's 
homes. What we know or think we know about the quantity of HHM at homes 
will be crucial in any assessment of the potential for risks and wastes 
from HHM. Yet, there have been little or no data on this to date. 
Discussion about the magnitude of the HHM&W problem has proceeded from 
assumptions. One purpose of this study was to provide something more 
than assumptions. Our search for some sound data on the quantities of 
HHM in homes and of HHW from homes is the focus of this chapter. 
The survey questionnaires contained a major series of items 
(Q.7-9c) aimed at assessing how much of various kinds of hazardous 
materials people had recently had around their homes and whether they 
currently had it stored on hand for future use, had recently disposed of 
any of it, or wanted to dispose of any of it. This chapter reviews 
basic findings on these questions and looks into which demographic and 
lifestyle groups had the greatest quantities around the home or had 
disposed of the greatest quantities. This chapter also assesses the 
degree of change in these quantities during the publicity campaign from 
July to October. 
The measure of quantities is simply the respondent's report of the 
number of full or partially full containers of various types of HHM&W 
that were either currently at the home or had recently been disposed of 
from the home. Great care was taken to ensure that the respondent was 
answering in terms of full or partial containers and not empty ones. 
This is one distinction that sets this study apart from any earlier 
household surveys on the handling of HHM&W. Respondents in earlier sur-
veys may often have answered in terms of how they handled their empty 
containers. 
Another major distinction for the present study is that this is the 
first attempt to provide an actual numerical count of quantities of con-
tainers of HHM&W. It is a count that builds from individual categories 
of materials, preserving the reliability of building aggregate counts 
from material-specific counts. 
There are, nonetheless, some limitations in the numbers reported 
here. Respondents often had to give their best estimates of how many 
full or partial containers they had around the home, would like to get 
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rid of, or had thrown out. Although this no doubt resulted in some 
recall errors, there is no reason to believe that these errors are 
anything but random and that the resulting aggregate averages or counts 
are anything but reasonably accurate. Respondents also may not always 
have known what others in the household had done with these materials, 
and this could produce some undercount. 
A note on estimates of volume. A count of full or partial con-
tainers does not take into account the size of these containers. 
Farmers, for example, probably have larger containers of certain kinds 
of materials (especially pesticides and herbicides and maybe drain open-
ers and motor oil) than do most city residents. Average container size 
also differs by type of material. 
Since it is useful in policy-making circles to have our findings 
about containers translated into estimates about volume, we devised a 
formula for doing so (developed in Appendix E). This formula begins 
with a range of "typi ca 1" container sizes as found in retail stores and 
measures the space taken up by a rectangular prism in which each 
"typical" container might fit. Wherever we report estimates of the 
volume of HHM around homes and of the volume of HHW improperly disposed 
of, great caution should be taken to recognize that we are estimating 
the space taken up by the containers and not the volume of the material 
itself. -
A note on estimates of total number of households. Some findings 
on quantities are projected to the total population of households in the 
sampled communities, yielding estimated counts of the number of house-
holds having certain materials around the home or having disposed of 
certain materials. These estimates are based on procedures discussed in 
Section 4.3 of Chapter 4 and in Section 0.2 of Appendix D. These proce-
dures boil down to the following rules of thumb: For percentages of the 
total samples, each tenth of a percentage point represents 37.9 house-
holds in CUF samples, 35.0 households in Decatur samples, and 1.8 house-
holds in farmer samples. This assumes 37,895 households in CUF, 34,950 
households in Decatur, and 1,792 farmer households in Champaign County. 
Preview outline. The analysis of quantities in this chapter in-
cludes the following topics: 
a. An analysis of the number and percentage of households that had 
had, "in the past 12 months," at least some of each of the 12 
types of materials about which respondents were asked: her-
bicides; pesticides or poisons; oven cleaners; drain openers; 
toilet bowl cleaners; varnishes, wood preservatives, or oil-
based paints; paint thinners, strippers, or solvents; charcoal 
lighter fluid or propane gas; car motor oil; gasoline or kero-
sene; car antifreeze; and car, truck, or boat batteries. 
b. An analysis of the number and percentage of households that 
"currently" (at the time of the survey) had each of the 12 
types of materials. 
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c. An analysis of the quantities of materials "currently" at 
homes. This includes an analysis of correlates of demographic 
and lifestyle attributes, showing the types of households that 
had the greatest and the least quantities. 
d. An analysis of the quantities of materials that were inappro-
priately disposed of in the course of a year, including an 
analysis of demographic correlates. 
e. An analysis of the quantities of unwanted materials "currently" 
at homes that respondents wanted to get rid of. This includes 
an analysis of demographic correlates. 
7.1. Types of HHM at the Home, Garage, or Shed 
During the Past 12 Months 
In both July and October, respondents were asked, "In the past 12 
months, have you had any containers of (ITEM) around your home, garage, 
or shed?" (Q.7). The items were the 12 types listed above. Basic find-
ings are presented in Table C.7. The following discussion begins with a 
selective summary of findings for July, with particular emphasis on the 
findings for CUF. Then, the changes from July to October are discussed. 
7.1.1. July Findings 
CUF 
* In CUF, the least widely found type of HHM (that we asked about) 
was extra car, truck or boat batteries. Even so, a surprisingly 
high 11.6 percent of CUF households, or lout of every 8 or 9, 
reported in July having had extra car, truck, or boat batteries 
around their home, garage, or shed during the past 12 months. 
This projects to 4,396 CUF households with extra batteries during 
the past year. 
* The most prevalent HHM in CUF in July were toilet bowl cleaners. 
Fully 73.8 percent, or nearly 3 out of 4 respondents, reported 
having had toilet bowl cleaner around their home during the past 
12 months, which projects to 27,970 households in July having had 
toilet bowl cleaner around. 
* Herbicides had been at over a one-third (34.9 percent) of CUF 
respondent households (or at a projected total of 13,227 house-
holds) some time during the past 12 months. 
* Pesticides had been at over one-half (55.4 percent) of CUF 
respondent households (or at a projected total of 20,997 house-
holds) some time during the past 12 months. 
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* Varnishes, wood preservatives, or oil-based paints had been at 
46.7 percent of CUF respondent households (or at a projected 
total of 17,699 households) some time during the past 12 months. 
* Car motor oil had been at 60.0 percent of CUF respondent house-
holds (or at a projected total of 22,740 households) some time 
during the past 12 months. 
* The other six types of materials--charcoal lighter fluid or pro-
pane gas, gasoline or kerosene, car antifreeze, drain openers, 
paint thinners, and oven cleaners, in that order--were reported 
to have been in, around, or at homes for between 69 percent and 
40 percent of the CUF households during the past 12 months, at 
the time of the July survey. Projections to get the total number 
of CUF households may be obtained by recalling that each tenth of 
a percentage point represents 37.9 households. 
* There was an average of 5.9 types of materials (or about half of 
the 12 listed types) found in each CUF home some time during the 
previous 12 months, at the time of the July survey. 
Decatur 
* In comparison to CUF, the percentage of households in Decatur in 
July having had these hazardous materials during the past 12 
months was significantly larger for herbicides and for gasoline/ 
kerosene. One effect of these differences was to give Decatur a 
slightly larger average number of materials per household (6.3) 
during the 12 months prior to July 1987. 
Farmers 
* For each of the 12 types of materials, a larger proportion of 
Champaign County farmer households than of either city's house-
holds reported having had some around in the past 12 months. 
(Most of these differences were statistically significant.) 
Over 80 percent of farmers had had in the previous 12 months some 
pesticides, toilet bowl cleaner, extra car motor oil, and extra 
gasoline/kerosene; over 75 percent had had some herbicides, char-
coal lighter fluid or propane, and car antifreeze around; 67 per-
cent had had varnishes, oil-based paints, or wood preservatives; 
and 36.5 percent had had extra car, truck, or boat batteries at 
or around their homes, garages, or sheds. 
* An average of 8.2 of the 12 materials (or over two-thirds) were 
to be found at Champaign County farms some time during the pre-
vious year. This alone surely provides farmers considerable 
familiarity with these materials, as well as a need to find ways 
to handle and dispose of them properly. 
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7.1.2. Changes by October 
CUF 
* From July to October, there were statistically significant but 
modest declines in the percentage of CUF households that had 
possessed four types of HHM during the previous 12 months: 
toilet bowl cleaner, car motor oil, gasoline/kerosene, and car 
antifreeze (compare Column d[l] with Column f[l] in Table C.7). 
The greatest of these declines was 7.8 percentage pOints for 
gasoline/kerosene, down from 58.1 percent of households in July 
to 50.3 percent in October. There is no self-evident reason why 
these changes should be attributed to the publicity campaign 
regarding an HHW collection day. 
* Staying about the same from July to October was the percentage of 
CUF households with each of the other eight types of materials 
during the previous 12 months. 
* CUF households in October reported having had an average of 5.7 
types of HHM during the previous year, down slightly (and not 
significantly) from the average of 5.9 in July. 
Decatur 
* In Decatur, there were no statistically significant changes in 
the reported presence of any of the 12 types of HHM during the 
past 12 months. The mean number of types of HHM at Decatur 
homes during the past 12 months rose a nonsignificant amount 
from 6.3 in July to 6.6 in October. 
* Decatur continued to have more households with herbicides and 
with gasoline/kerosene than in CUF, and added pesticides, toilet 
bowl cleaners, and herbicides to this list. 
Farmers 
* Among farmers, there was a significant increase in the percentage 
of households that had possessed drain openers and paint thinners, 
strippers, or solvents during the previous 12 months. 
* The mean number of types of HHM at farm households during the 
previous 12 months rose a nonsignificant amount from 8.2 to 8.6. 
* Farmers in Champaign County continued to have a greater percen-
tage of households using or possessing every type of material 
(except oven cleaners) than either of the city samples. 
89 
7.2 Types of HHM Currently at the Home, Garage, or Shed 
For each type of HHM that respondents said that they had had in the 
past 12 months, they were then asked, "About how many containers of 
(ITEM) do you currently have?" (Q.8a). Table C.8a(1) gives the percent-
age of households "currently" having some of each of the 12 materials 
for both the July and October surveys. These percentages closely 
parallel, at a reduced level, those given in answer to Q.7 regarding 
possession during the past 12 months. Differences between the samples 
follow the same pattern, with farmers again possessing more of most HHM 
than do either of the city samples. 
Findings of HHM "currently" in homes at the time of the surveys are 
discussed below, beginning with the July survey and emphasizing the 
findings for CUF. 
7.2.1. July Findings 
CUF 
* Considering first the least prevalent HHM, in the July survey 
extra car, truck, or boat batteries were found at lout of every 
13 CUF households, or 7.6 percent of the total, which projects 
to a total of 2,880 households in CUF. Compare this with 11.6 
percent of CUF households, or a projected total of 4,396, that 
in July reported having had batteries during the past 12 months 
(Section 7.1.1 and Table C.7). This means that 4.0 percent of 
all households (11.6 percent minus 7.6 percent) or 34 percent of 
those who had possessed batteries during the past 12 months some-
how got rid of--sold, traded in, gave away, or disposed of--all 
of their batteries during the 12 months prior to July. An addi-
tional number may have gotten rid of some of their batteries. We 
did not ask specifically about batteries that were sold, traded 
in, or given away. We diG ask about those that were disposed of, 
finding in July that 2.0 percent of all households reported that 
they had disposed of some batteries in the previous 12 months. 
Section 7.4 discusses quantities disposed of. 
* Considering the most prevalent HHM, in July toilet bowl cleaners 
were found at 62.6 percent of CUF homes, or at a projected total 
of 23,729 households. This "current" toilet bowl cleaner cover-
age was 85 percent of the coverage over the previous 12 months. 
By the time of the July survey, approximately 15 percent of the 
households that had possessed toilet bowl cleaner during the 
previous 12 months somehow got rid of all of it, probably by 
using or disposing of it. 
* Herbicides were found at 26.0 percent of CUF homes in July, or at 
a projected total of 9,854 households. This was 74 percent of 
the households that had possessed herbicides some time during the 
previous 12 months. The remaining 26 percent of one-time 
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possessers somehow got rid of--used, sold, gave away, or disposed 
of--all of the herbicides that they had possessed some time 
during the previous 12 months. 
* Pesticides were found at 47.8 percent of CUF homes in July, or a 
projected total of 18,116 households. Of the households that had 
possessed pesticides some time during the previous 12 months, 14 
percent somehow got rid of--used, sold, gave away, or disposed 
of--whatever they had. 
* Varnishes, wood preservatives, or oil-based paints were found at 
39.8 percent of CUF homes, or a projected total of 15,084 house-
holds. Of the households that had possessed these materials some 
time during the previous 12 months, 15 percent somehow got rid 
of--used, sold, gave away, or disposed of--whatever they had. 
* Car motor oil was found at 39.1 percent of CUF homes, or a pro-jected total of 14,819 households. Of the households that had 
possessed motor oil some time during the previous 12 months, a 
surprisingly large 35 percent somehow got rid of--used, sold, 
gave away, or disposed of--whatever they had. 
* In July, the average number of types of materials "currently" in 
CUF households was 4.5. This was 78 percent of the average 
number (5.9) reported in July to be at these homes some time 
in the past 12 months. 
Decatur 
* The July Decatur findings for "current" possession closely 
parallel those for "past 12 month" possession in Decatur, at a 
reduced level. 
* The average number of types of materials "currently" in Decatur 
households was 5.0, according to the July survey. This was 79 
percent of the average number (6.3) reported in July to be at 
these homes some time during the previous 12 months. 
Farmers 
* Farmers' "current" possession was also lower than their "past 
year" possession, but there was slightly less tendency toward 
depletion than in the cities. 
* In July, the average number of types of materials "currently" at 
farmers' households was 6.8. This was 83 percent of the average 
number (8.2) reported in July to be at these farms some time 
during the previous year. 
91 
7.2.2. Changes by October 
CUF 
* Except for a statistically significant decline in "current" 
possession of gasoline/kerosene between July and October (Table 
C.8a(I», there were no notable changes in terms of whether homes 
had any of the 12 materials. The mean number of materials 
"currently" in homes remained essentially constant at 4.5 in July 
and 4.4 in October. 
Decatur 
* There was one statistically significant increase in the percen-
tage of Decatur households "currently" having HHM, with the per-
cent having oven cleaner going up from 29 percent to 41 percent. 
There were eight other observed increases that were not statisti-
cally significant, and three observed nonsignificant decreases. 
The net result is a nonsignificant increase in the mean number of 
types of materials "currently" in homes (from 5.0 in July to 5.4 
in October). 
Farmers 
* Although there were no statistically significant changes for far-
mers, the nonsignificant changes suggest that some farmers may 
have depleted their supply of herbicides and pesticides from July 
to October, while increasing their supply of almost every other 
type of HHM. The net result is no change in the mean number of 
types of materials "currently" at farms (6.8 in July and 7.1 in 
October). 
7.3 Quantities of HHM Currently 
at the Home, Garage, or Shed 
The question of how much HHM is in homes is of fundamental impor-
tance in understanding the potential for generating HHW. The distribu-
tion of HHM among different types of homes is equally important for 
understanding where there is the greatest prospect for the generation of 
HHW. This section provides findings on the quantity and distribution of 
HHM among homes. 
7.3.1. Descriptive Findings: How Much HHM Is Out There? 
Quantities per Home by Type of Material 
Table C.8a(2) gives detailed findings on the number of containers 
of HHM that respondents in the three samples said that they currently 
had, for each of the 12 types of materials. The table is rich with 
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information that should be reviewed closely with regard to each type of 
material. It is not feasible to conduct such a review in the discussion 
here. Instead, several specific topics will be addressed using the 
table. 
Table C.8a(2) is useful for estimating the average number of con-
tainers of HHM&W at the homes that have these materials. It is also 
useful for estimating the total number of containers of HHM&W at all 
homes in each community. Using data from both the July and October-sur-
veys, the following are examples of the quantities of selected types of 
HHM in CUF: 
* Among the 7.6 percent of the CUF homes that had extra car, truck, 
or boat batteries in July, the average number of batteries per 
home that had them was 1.38. This works out to a projected total 
of 3,974 extra batteries at the estimated 2,880 households having 
them in CUF. By October, the average number of batteries per 
home that had them had risen nonsignificantly to 1.45. 
* Among the 62.6 percent of the CUF homes that had toilet bowl 
cleaners in July, the average number of containers per home that 
had them was 1.23. This works out to a projected total of 29,187 
containers of toilet bowl cleaner at the estimated 23,729 house-
holds having them in CUF. By October, the average number of con-
tainers of this material per home that had them had risen nonsig-
nificantly to 1.34. 
* Among the 26.0 percent of the CUF homes that had herbicides in 
July, the average number of containers per home that had them was 
2.35. This works out to a projected total of 23,157 containers 
of herbicides at the estimated 9,854 households having them in 
CUF. By October, the average number of containers of this 
material per home that had them had risen nonsignificantly to 
2.55. 
* Among the 47.8 percent of the CUF homes that had pesticides in 
July, the average number of containers per home that had them was 
2.02. This works out to a projected total of 36,594 containers 
of pesticides at the estimated 18,116 households having them in 
CUF. By October, the average number of containers of this 
material per home that had them had risen nonsignificantly to 
2.09. 
* Among the 39.8 percent of the CUF homes that had varnishes, wood 
preservatives, or oil-based paints in July, the average number of 
containers per home that had them was 4.97. This works out to a 
projected total of 74,967 containers at the estimated 15,084 
households having them in CUF. By October, the average number of 
containers of these materials per home that had them had risen 
nonsignificantly to 5.20. 
* Among the 39.1 percent of the CUF homes that had car motor oil in 
July, the average number of containers per home that had them was 
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6.66. This works out to a projected total of 98,695 containers 
at the estimated 14,819 households having them in CUF. By 
October, the average number of containers of car motor oil per 
home that had them had fallen nonsignificant1y to 6.25. 
In comparing the three communities with regard to the quantities of 
specific types of materials currently on hand, the single example of 
herbicides is illustrative. Since little if anything changed from July 
to October, only the July findings are noted in the following comments: 
* In CUF, the community having the lowest percentage of households 
with herbicides (26.0 percent) in July, the average number of 
containers per household among households having them was 2.35. 
In Decatur, where more homes had herbicides (38.8 percent of the 
sample), the average number of containers per home that had them 
was lower (1.74). On Champaign County farms, where the greatest 
percentage of households had pesticides (53.6 percent), the 
average number of containers per household having them was also 
highest (5.27). It seems likely that these farm containers were 
not only more numerous per household or farm but also larger and 
held more material. 
* This pattern of differences among the samples (Decatur with the 
lowest average, farmers highest, CUF in between) applies as well 
to pesticides and varnishes, etc., for both the July and October 
surveys. 
* For most of the rest of the materials, a different pattern pre-
vails. Specifically, CUF generally had the lowest percentage of 
homes having the materials and the lowest average number of con-
tainers per possessing home, farms were the highest on both 
measures, and Decatur fell in between on both measures. 
* For anyone of the 12 hazardous materials, farms were on average 
nearly one-and-one-ha1f times more likely to have some of that 
material "currently" on hand in July or October than were urban 
residents in either Champaign or Urbana. An illustrative example 
is that pesticides were found at 70.9 percent of farms in July 
but at only 49.7 percent of CUF households in July, for a ratio 
of 1:43. This is the same number as the average of all 48 such 
ratios of farms to cities for the 12 materials and two survey 
dates. 
* For anyone of the 12 hazardous materials, farms that had some of 
it had on average nearly twice the number of containers of it 
than did those households in either city that had some of it. 
(The average ratio here was 1:75.) 
Total Quantities of HHM&W per Home 
From the data on which Table C.8a(2) is based, it is possible to 
calculate the total number of containers of HHM&W in each household, 
94 
summing across all 12 types of materials. Note that this count applies 
to all households, not just those with some materials. We find, in 
fact, that there were very few households with little or no HHM&W 
around. Only 11 percent of CUF households, 7 percent of Decatur house-
holds, and 2 percent of the farmers had as few as two, one, or no con-
tainers of HHM&W around their homes, garages, or sheds in July. 
Remarkably, these percentages did not change in October. 
We found that the average total number of HHM&W containers in all 
CUF homes was 10.4 in July and 10.2 in October, with standard deviations 
of 15.3 and 12.4, respectively. In Decatur homes, the average number of 
HHM&W containers was 11.2 in July and 12.7 in October, with standard 
deviations of 11.5 and 16.9. Among Champaign County farms, the average 
was a huge 25.3 in July and 28.7 in October, with large standard 
deviations of 34.4 in July and 28.9 in October. None of the changes in 
means from July to October was statistically significant at p = .05 or 
less. 
All of these averages are sufficiently large and the materials 
comprising them so clearly diverse that they are evidence of a pervasive 
presence of HHM in the homes of these communities. Nearly every house-
hold has a substantial quantity of HHM in or around their homes. 
Estimated Volume of Noncompacted Containers 
of HHM per Home or Farm 
If we assume that the average noncompacted container in cities 
takes up between 90 and 190 cubic inches of space (see Appendix E), then 
the average urban home in either CUF or Decatur (at about 11 containers 
per home) has between .6 and 1.2 cubic feet of space devoted to con-
tainers of HHM. If farm containers average between 125 and 225 cubic 
inches per noncompacted HHM container (see Appendix E), then farms (with 
about 27 containers per farm household) on average have between 2.0 and 
3.5 cubic feet of space devoted to containers of HHM. 
Quantities and Volume of HHM in the Communities as a Whole 
Another perspective on the total quantity of noncompacted con-
tainers of HHM at homes is to calculate a single overall figure for an 
entire community. Summing over all households in CUF and projecting to 
the community as a whole, we find that there were an estimated 393,440 
containers of HHM at homes in CUF in July and 387,350 containers in 
October. If all of these containers at CUF homes were taken to one 
place, and if we again assume the previously stated range of average 
container sizes, the assembled noncompacted containers would fill bet-
ween 750 and 1,600 cubic yards. 
For Decatur, the estimated total number of HHM containers at homes 
was 391,510 in July and 443,950 in October. The October count of non-
compacted containers would fill between 850 and 1,800 cubic yards. 
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For Champaign County farm households, the estimated total number of 
containers of HHM at these farms was 45,373 in July and 51,470 in 
October. The October count of noncompacted containers would fill be-
tween 135 and 250 cubic yards. 
7.3.2. Correlates and Explanations: Who Has the Most HHM? 
One objective of this project was to provide an understanding of 
the types of households that have greater quantities of HHM&W. In this 
section, we look at correlates of the total number of containers of all 
12 types of listed HHM&W materials that people said that they had at 
their homes. 
Because this variable in raw form is highly skewed by a few cases 
with very large numbers of containers, the actual measure used in com-
puting the Pearson correlation coefficients is the natural log of total 
number of containers in or at the home. This assumes that each addi-
tional increment among extremely high values is of increasingly less 
additional interest. This log transformation procedure has the effect 
of redistributing variance more evenly across the distribution so that 
the entire distribution is being explained, instead of primarily 
explaining the variance due to a small set of extreme cases. Often, 
as was generally true here, better fits (or higher correlations) with 
explanatory variables are also obtained by this procedure. 
All correlation coefficients that are listed below are significant 
at p = .05 or less. 
CUF in July and October 
In the CUF sample, those "currently" having high quantities of 
HHM&W tended to 
- have higher incomes (r = .31 in July; r = .36 in October) 
- be better educated (r = .13 in July and in October) 
- be male (r = .11 in July; r = .07 in October) 
- have longer length of residence in the community (r not signifi-
cant in July; r = .12 in October) 
have large household size (r = .19 in July; r = .14 in October) 
- have more school-age children in the household (r = .13 in 
July; r = .14 in October) 
live in single-family houses (r = .29 in July; r = .32 in 
October) 
normally vote in local elections (r = .16 in July; r = .20 in 
October) 
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- recycle cans, bottles, and newspapers (r = .11 in July; r = .14 
in October) 
- be disproportionately from SW Champaign (a middle- and upper-
middle-class neighborhood) (r = .16 in July; r = .10 in October) 
or from the CUF fringe (r = .09 in July; r = .11 in October), but 
not from SE Champaign (many older homes and student residences) 
rr-= -.10 in July; r = -.11 in October) 
- prefer newspaper for local news (r = .17 in July; r not signifi-
cant in October) 
- have already heard something about HHW (r = .14 in July; r = .17 
in October) 
- have heard about the September 13 collection drive (not appli-
cable in July; r = .16 in October) 
In general, those in CUF who had the most HHM&W around their homes 
seem to be the economically upscale, larger-household people in single-
family houses and those who are active in recycling and vote in local 
elections. In short, their profile is similar to that of people who had 
heard something about HHW. Interestingly, men reported slightly higher 
quantities than did women. Changes from July to October were not 
generally great enough, or consistent enough, to suggest that substan-
tial or meaningful changes in the types of homes having the largest and 
least quantities of HHM. 
Decatur in July and October 
In Decatur, the respondent attributes having significant correla-
tions (p = .05 or less) with quantities of HHM "currently" in the home 
were the following: 
- having higher income (r = .42 in July; r = .39 in October) 
- being better educated (r = .25 in July; r = .18 in October) 
- being younger (r = -.11 with age in July; r = -.22 in October) 
- being male (r = .24 in July and in October) 
- having large household size (r = .28 in July; r = .36 in October) 
having more school-age children in the household (r = .17 in 
July; r = .22 in October) 
- living in a single-family house (r = .41 in July; r = .37 in 
October) 
normally voting in local elections (r = .26 in July; r = .14 in 
October) 
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- preferring newspapers for local news (r = .17 in July; r = .23 
in October) 
having already heard something about HHW (r = .16 in July; r 
not significant in October) 
For Decatur, then, larger quantities of HHM&W again tended to be 
found at the homes of socioeconomically upscale, family-rearing resi-
dents of single-family houses. And again, men reported higher quantities 
around the home than did women. Differences between July and October 
indicate that younger respondents and those with larger households or 
with more school-age children were acquiring more HHM&W materials (or 
the opposite types of households were diminishing their supplies) during 
the summer and early fall. Other changes were generally small and in 
the direction of producing a more even or random distribution of HHM&W 
among households. 
Farmers in July and October 
Finally, among farmers, the respondent attributes that correlated 
with quantities "currently" around the home were the following: 
- shorter length of residence in the community (r not significant 
in July; r = -.19 with length of residence in October) 
- younger age (r = -.37 with age in July; r = -.29 in October) 
- being male (r = .32 in July; r = .43 in October) 
- having large household size (r = .30 in July; r = .18 in October) 
- having more school-age children in the household (r = .27 in 
July; r not significant in October) 
- having few elderly persons in the household (r = -.42 with per-
cent elderly in July; r = -.30 in October) 
- having already heard something about HHW (r not significant in 
July; r = .17 in October) 
Whether or not farmers heard about the collection event was not 
correlated with the quantity of HHM&W at farms. Those who had the most 
were not selectively reached. The promotion of the event among farmers, 
like the promotion among CUF residents, was designed as blanket coverage 
of everyone. We saw in the last chapter that some farmers were more 
likely than others to report getting information about the event, but as 
we see now, this selectivity was not a function of how much HHM&W far-
mers had. 
As implied by their absence from this list, not significant in 
relation to HHM&W quantities at farmers' homes were any of the socio-
economic variables and the voter and recycling variables. Farmers 
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tended to report having more HHM&W materials if they were male and in 
their younger, family-rearing years. These are basically the same 
correlates as those for having heard something about HHW, which itself 
is associated with the quantity possessed. The farmers with more HHM&W 
materials were a little more aware than others of public discourse about 
those materials. On the other hand, to repeat the previous pOint, they 
were not especially likely to have heard of the collection event. 
7.3.3. A Note on Gender Effects 
There was a surprisingly high positive relationship between "male 
gender" and quantities of HHM&W at the home for farmers, a fairly high 
positive relationship in Decatur, and a small positive relationship in 
CUF. These findings on the apparent effect of gender raise several 
questions: 
a. Are the gender "effects" largely spurious due to other 
variables, such household size and age, determining both gender of 
available respondent and quantities of HHM&W? To test this, gender was 
correlated with quantities, controlling for all other significant 
variables in the two farmer samples. Gender remained significantly 
correlated under these controls, with partial correlation coefficients 
of .18 in the July sample and .22 in the October sample. 
b. Are the gender "effects" suppressing or spuriously generating 
other effects? To test this, a set of partial correlations were run 
between the number of containers "currently" at farm households and each 
of the demographic and lifestyle attribute variables. Controlling for 
gender, the significant (p = .05 or less) first-order partial correla-
tions between currently possessed quantities and attributes for farmers 
are as follows: 
- shorter length of residence in the community (r not significant 
in July or October) 
- younger age (r = -.35 with age in July; r = -.36 in October) 
- having large household size (r = .27 in July; r = .22 in October) 
- having school-age children in the household (r = .27 in July; r 
not significant in October) 
- having few elderly persons in the household (r = -.42 with per-
cent elderly in July; r = -.32 in October) 
having already heard something about HHW (r not significant in 
July; r = .18 in October) 
Comparison with the zero-order correlation coefficients shows that 
controlling for gender makes very little difference in other rela-
tionships. Parallel analyses for Decatur and CUF had similar results. 
Separate analyses for men and women showed similar patterns of rela-
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tionships between quantities and demographics for each gender. We 
therefore conclude that the relationships between quantities of HHM&W 
at homes and demographic attributes are valid and not spurious due to 
gender. 
c. The third question about gender "effects" is not fully 
answerable with the present data. Are the gender effects due to dif-
ferential perceptions or knowledge by gender, or do they reflect a 
material reality of lower quantities at those farms and households for 
which we had women respondents and higher quantities at farms and house-
holds for which we had male respondents? To explore this, some addi-
tional methodological analyses were conducted with the survey data and 
are reported in Appendix F. For reasons discussed in Appendix F, some 
combination of both interpretations of gender effects is most credible. 
There is a potential for an undercount of "male-role" HHM&W (e.g., motor 
oil) by women. Mitigating this possible slight undercount from women, 
we have sound methodological reasons generally to accept the reports by 
both genders as being equally valid representations of the quantities at 
their homes. 
7.3.4. Explaining Quantities of Specific Types of Materials 
at Homes 
To get some idea of what kinds of homes had the greatest quantities 
of particular types of materials, four separate analyses were done: for 
garden and pest products (pesticides and herbicides combined); for paint 
products (oil-based paints, varnishes, wood preservatives, paint thin-
ners, strippers, and solvents combined); for car motor oil; and for car, 
truck, and boat batteries. Only the highlights of the main findings 
about distribution among household types are reported. 
Garden and Pest Products 
These materials were most frequently found in higher-income homes 
for the city samples. In CUF, the correlations were r = .26 in July and 
r = .19 in October. These products were more likely to be found in 
southwest Champaign than in other parts of the cities. The October CUF 
sample showed that those with higher quantities of these materials were 
slightly more likely than others to have heard about the collection 
event (r = .13). In Decatur, the correlations with income were r = .32 
in July and r = .31 in October. Among farmers, the correlations with 
income were not significant. Instead, it was once again the younger 
farmers (r = -.23 with age in July; r = -.29 in October) who had the 
greatest amount of herbicides and pesticides. There was a negative 
correlation of r = -.21 with having heard about the collection event 
among farmers in October. 
Paint Products 
These materials follow essentially the same pattern, with income 
again most important in cities and age most important among farmers. 
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In CUF, the correlations with income were r = .18 in July and r = .29 in 
October. Southwest Champaign again disproportionately had these materi-
als. The correlation with having heard about the collection event in 
October was r = .12. In Decatur, the correlations with income were r = 
.32 in July and r = .22 in October. Among farmers, where again the 
correlations with income were not significant, it was the younger 
farmers (r = -.26 with age in July; r = -.24 in October) who had the 
greatest amount of paint products. There was no correlation with having 
heard of the collection event among farmers in October. 
Motor Oil 
The quantity of car motor oil around CUF homes was slightly but 
positively correlated with income (r = .09 in July; r = .12 in October), 
was similarly correlated with the number of school-age children in the 
household and living in a single-family house, and was associated with 
little else. There was no association in CUF with neighborhood of resi-
dence or with having heard in October of the September collection event. 
In Decatur, the quantity of motor oil around homes followed a very simi-
lar pattern as in CUF. Among farmers, again it was younger respondents 
(r = -.12 in July; r = ~.llin October) who reported larger quantities 
of car motor oil. There was no association with having heard of the 
collection event. 
Batteries 
The distribution of car, truck, and boat batteries among households 
in CUF was not notably associated with any household attribute. In 
Decatur, batteries were more frequently found at the homes where income 
was higher in July (r = .25) but not in October, when age was more 
important (r = -.16). Among farmers, more batteries were reported 
around large households in July (r = .30) but not in October. In none 
of the October samples was there a relationship with having heard of the 
collection event. 
Summary 
In general, many of the same factors account for the distribution 
of these four specific kinds of material among types of households as 
was found to explain distribution of all materials in aggregate. In 
cities, those of economic means have more HHM&W, while among farms, 
those who are at early stages of their farming career have the greatest 
quantities. 
7.3.5. Extreme Cases Analysis: Households with 
Very Large Quantities 
The analysis of quantities has, to this point, used log transfor-
mation techniques that reduce the emphasis on extremely large quantities 
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by collapsing the distribution. It may nonetheless be true that hazar-
dous waste collection efforts might be targeted to those with the very 
largest quantities of HHM&W on hand. To assess what types of households 
these might be, analyses were done comparing households and farms with 
20 or more containers of any single type of material with all others. 
In CUF in July, there were only 31 households (4.4 percent) that 
had 20 or more containers of any single type of material. These 31 
lIextreme case ll households differed significantly from the remaining 95.6 
percent of the sample in these three respects: 
- They had a lower percent elderly in the home (mean of 2 percent 
elderly in the lIextreme case ll group and mean of 12 percent in 
the other group). 
- More lived in single-family houses (77 percent of the lIextreme 
case ll group, only 55 percent of the other group). 
- They did not live in southeast Champaign (none from the lIextreme 
case ll group, whil e 19 percent of the rest of the CUF sampl e came 
from southeast Champaign). 
By October, the number of extreme cases in CUF (20 or more con-
tainers of any type of material) had risen to 43 (5.9 percent). The 
extreme cases were not being reduced by the collection drive. These 43 
cases differed from the remaining 94.1 percent in the following ways: 
- They had higher incomes (average of $37,600 versus $26,500 for 
the larger group). 
- They had more school-age children in the household (mean of .86 
versus larger group mean of .37 school-age children). 
- More of them lived in single-family houses (74 percent versus 51 
percent). 
- There was no difference in likelihood of having heard about the 
collection event. 
In Decatur, there were no significant differences on household 
attributes between those six households with 30 or more containers of 
any type of material in July and the remaining 96 percent. In October, 
there were nine lIextreme cases ll in Decatur (or 6 percent). They dif-
fered from the larger group in having a higher average income (mean of 
$50,000 versus mean of $29,000), a larger average household size (mean 
of 4 versus mean of 2.7), and larger number of school-age children at 
home (mean of 1.6 versus mean of .6). 
The July farmer sample had 17 of the 98 (17 percent) in the sample 
that were extreme cases. These differed significantly from the others 
only in the having a much smaller percent elderly present (mean of 6 
percent elderly among the extreme cases versus 28 percent among the 
others). In October, the extreme cases among the farmers had risen to 
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38 of the 153 (24.8 percent) in the sample. Again, there was no decline 
in the extreme cases as a result of the collection drive. These October 
extreme cases differed from the other farmers in being better educated 
(mean of 13.4 years of education versus 12.6), having lived in the com-
munitya shorter length of time (mean of 30 years versus 39 years), 
being younger (mean of 47 years versus 54 years), having a larger house-
hold size (mean of 3.2 versus 2.5), and having more school-age children 
(mean of .77 versus mean of .30). There was no difference between far-
mers with extremely high quantities in October and other farmers with 
regard to having heard about the collection event. 
7.4. Disposal of HHW 
Before considering how much of the quantities that people have on 
hand they want to get rid of, we next take up the question of the quan-
tities that people have disposed of. This is because previous disposal 
practices ("during the past 12 months") may help explain how much is 
currently being held awaiting disposal. 
7.4.1. Descriptive Findings: How Much Is Disposed Of? 
Respondents were asked whether they had "disposed of any partial or 
full containers" of each of 12 types of hazardous materials "in the past 
12 months" (Q.9a). If they had, they were asked, "Approximately how many 
partial or full containers of (ITEM) did you dispose of in the last 12 
months?" (Q.9b) and "How do you normally dispose of (ITEM)?" (Q.9c). 
Table C.9 gives very detailed findings on how many partial or full con-
tainers of hazardous material have been disposed of in various ways by 
households in CUF, Decatur, and the Champaign County farm community. 
It should be noted that the vast majority of households reported 
that they did not dispose of partial or full containers of hazardous 
materials in any way. In both July and October, some 82 percent to 100 
percent, depending on the community sampled and the material asked 
about, either (a) said that they had not disposed of the asked-about 
material during the past year or (b) were not asked whether they had 
disposed of it because they had earlier said that they never had any of 
this material at or around their home, garage, or shed during "the past 
12 months." In most of the 72 instances (for 12 materials x 3 samples x 
2 surveys), at least 96 percent of the city and farm households were 
nondisposers. Not having had any of the material during the previous 
year, as Table C.7 reminds us, contributes much to these high percen-
tages of nondisposers. 
It should also be clear that of households that have had HHM 
around, most carry out one or more of the possible alternatives to 
disposal. They either use the material to depletion, store unused por-
tions for possible later use, give it or sell it to others, leave it in 
their former homes when they move, let it evaporate down, hold onto it 
without knowing how to dispose of it properly, or in some other way 
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avoid disposing of it. This means, of course, that very small percen-
tages of the population account for each of the materials that are 
disposed of either properly or improperly. 
7.4.2. Disposal of Car Motor Oil: An Example 
As a way of illustrating how to interpret the tables, we focus on 
the disposal of car motor oil (Table C.9a.b(i»: 
* According to the July survey, the hazardous material that the 
greatest proportion of households disposed of was car motor oil, 
which was disposed of some time in the past 12 months by 10.0 
percent of the Decatur sample, 14.7 percent of the CUF sample, 
and 17.7 percent of the farmers. In CUF, 36 percent of the 
disposers, or just 5.2 percent of the total sample, either 
recycled their motor oil or dropped it at a "disposal collection 
site," by which they may mean recycling. Had we asked explicitly 
about recycling, rather than disposing, the percentage of 
recyclers might have been higher. 
* Since our concern was disposers, we found that 6.0 percent of the 
total CUF sample in July disposed of their oil by sending it to 
the landfill in their garbage, 1.3 percent poured it down the 
sewer, and 1.7 percent dumped it on the ground. This comes to 
9.0 percent of the sample (or 41 percent of the disposers) being 
inappropriate disposers of motor oil, or a projected total of 
3,411 households in CUF. There may be as many as 531 additional 
inappropriately disposing households, based on the 1.4 percent 
of the sample who said that they disposed of motor oil by "other" 
means or did not know or say how they disposed of it. 
* Changes in CUF by October were slight and not statistically 
significant. Whatever else the promotional campaign for the 
collection drive did, it did not significantly change either 
appropriate or inappropriate disposal of motor oil. 
* In Decatur in July, 20 percent of the car motor oil disposers, or 
2 percent of the total sample, "disposed" of motor oil by 
recycling or dropping at a collection site. Another 53 percent 
of disposers, or 5.3 percent of the total sample, disposed of 
motor oil by inappropriate means; this projects to 1,855 Decatur 
households. There may be as many as 945 more inappropriately 
disposing households, based on the 2.7 percent saying "other" or 
"don't know" or giving no answer about their means of disposal. 
There were no significant changes from July to October, although 
there was a nonsignificant observed shift from dumping on the 
ground and "other" to throwing in the garbage or recycling. 
* Among farmers in July, a relatively large 53 percent of the car 
motor oil disposers, or 9.4 percent of the total sample, recycled 
or dropped their motor oil at a collection site. A relatively 
small 16.7 percent of the disposers, or 3.2 percent of the total 
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sample, were inappropriate motor oil disposers, projecting to a 
total of 57 Champaign County farms. There may be as many as 93 
more inappropriately disposing farms, based on the 5.2 percent of 
the farm sample that said nothern or ndon't known or gave no 
answer to how they disposed of motor oil. There was a signifi-
cant increase from July to October in the reported percentage of 
farms disposing of motor oil during the previous 12 months. Most 
of that increase went to recycling, but the increase in recycling 
was barely less than significant (at p = .05 or less). 
These data indicate that there is a much lower car motor oil dis-
posal rate by households than is said to be the case by the most 
thorough known prior study (Shull et a1., 1987). The Shull study found 
that 58 percent of their respondents in a multi-community survey claimed 
to change their own car motor oil. Shull also found that, while just 
over one-fourth of the oil-changers report somehow reusing their oil, 
most (or just over 35 percent of the total sample) transfer it to 
someone else for recycling or dispose of it. This contrasts with a 10 
percent to 18 percent disposal rate in our surveys (see the first 
asterisked point in Section 7.4.2.) The discrepancy between Shull and 
this study begs for explanation. 
Shull's mail survey had a response rate of 23 percent. Recipients 
of the questionnaire were clearly informed that it focused on changing 
motor oil and on what happens to the oil. If, as commonly happens with 
mail surveys, those who responded were very disproportionately self-
selected from among those who had a special interest and involvement in 
the subject of the survey, it is not unlikely that the 77 percent who 
were non respondents had a much lower rate of changing their own motor 
oil and, therefore, of disposing of oil or recycling it. 
If the Shull study had obtained a high enough response rate to 
ensure little or no response bias, the percentage who change their own 
oil could well have been found to be half (or less) of the 58 percent 
found in the relatively small set of people actually responding to 
Shull. This would bring Shull's estimate of potential disposers more 
nearly in line with our October ~urvey results. 
7.4.3. Disposal Rates for Other Types of HHW 
Returning to Table C.9, each of the 11 other types of materials may 
be analyzed in a manner similar to that illustrated with the example of 
motor oil. There are 36 possible comparisons of change in rates of 
disposal from July to October (12 materials x 3 samples). In examining 
these comparisons, there will be found no instances in which there was a 
statistically significant decline in disposal rates. The 16 instances 
of observed small, nonsignificant declines could, and probably did, all 
occur by chance from sampling error. Disposal rate changes for specific 
types of disposal practices for each of the 12 materials are also within 
the range of sampling error (discounting those where the Ns are less 
than 5). 
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7.4.4. Rates of Inappropriate Disposal 
Inappropriate disposal may be defined as those disposal methods for 
HHW that are not recommended by Gosselin et al. (1984). Specifically, 
inappropriate disposal consists of any of our 12 types of HHM being sent 
with ordinary garbage to the landfill, dumped on the ground, or (except 
for drain cleaners, toilet bowl cleaners, and car antifreeze) poured 
down the sewer. For present purposes, only a very broad summary of the 
inappropriate disposal of all 12 types of materials taken together will 
be presented. 
CUF in July and October 
* In CUF in July, there were an average of 1.20 partial or full 
containers of HHW per household that were said to be inappropri-
ately discarded in the past 12 months. This projects to a total 
of approximately 45,500 containers inappropriately disposed of by 
all CUF households during the past 12 months. 
* By October, the average number of inappropriately disposed of 
containers per household in CUF had dropped to .84, a decline 
that does not quite attain statistical significance at p = .05 or 
less. (It is significant at p = .08.) The October rate projects 
to a total of 31,900 containers inappropriately disposed of by 
all CUF households in the past 12 months. Because of the 
ostensible 9-month overlap between the "past 12 months" reported 
in July and the "past 12 months" reported in October, this decline 
cannot reasonably be considered a consequence of educational 
spinoffs from the collection drive, although the campaign may 
have contributed to it. 
* Because the two CUF surveys do not indicate a change from July to 
October, the two CUF samples may be pooled to calculate a single 
and more reliable estimate of the total quantity of HHW inappro-
priately disposed of by CUF households "in the past 12 months." 
Doing this, we get a mean per-household inappropriate disposal 
rate of 1.02 containers and a projected total of approximately 
38,600 containers of HHW inappropriately disposed of "in the 
past 12 months." 
* In the CUF sample, 24.3 percent of all households in July 
inappropriately disposed of some partial or full containers of 
HHW. This works out to a projected total of 9,210 CUF house-
holds. The October rate of household participation in inappro-
priate disposal was down slightly but nonsignificantly to 22.1 
percent. 
Decatur in July and October 
* From the July survey of Decatur, we find that an average of .55 
containers per household were disposed of improperly in the past 
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12 months. That works out to approximately 19,200 containers 
inappropriately disposed of by the entire Decatur household 
population during the previous 12 months. 
* By October, Decatur's per-household annual rate of inappropriate 
disposal had risen to 1.21. Perhaps because of the large varian-
ces around the means and because of the small samples sizes, the 
rise was not significant (at p = .05 or less) and does not attain 
significance until p = .15 or less. This larger reported October 
rate projects to approximately 42,300 containers per household. 
* Pooling the Decatur samples, we get a per-household inappropriate 
disposal rate of .88 and an estimated citywide total of approxi-
mately 30,750 inappropriately disposed of containers "in the past 
12 months. II 
* In the July Decatur sample, 19.2 percent of the households 
inappropriately disposed of some partial or full containers of 
HHW. This works out to a projected total of 6,720 Decatur house-
holds. By October, the rate of household participation in 
inappropriate disposal had declined a nonsignificant amount to 
18.6 percent. 
Farmers in July and October 
* Among Champaign County farmers in the July survey, an average of 
.3671 containers per farm household were disposed of improperly 
in the past 12 months. That works out to approximately 660 
containers inappropriately discarded by farmers during the pre-
vious 12 months. 
* By October, farmer households were reporting an average of 1.14 
containers per household being improperly disposed of in the past 
12 months. This represents a substantial observed increase, 
but again it is not statistically significant in part because of 
the large variances and small sample sizes. The reported October 
disposal rate works out to approximately 2,040 containers 
inappropriately discarded by farmers during the previous 12 
months. 
* The pooled farmer samples had a mean per-household inappropriate 
disposal rate of .83 and an estimated total of approximately 
1,490 inappropriately disposed of containers "in the past 12 
months. II 
* In the farmer sample, 10.2 percent of the households inappropri-
ately disposed of some partial or full containers of HHW. This 
works out to a projected total of 183 Champaign County farm 
households. In October, the farmer households inappropriately 
disposing was up to 20.3 percent of the total. This change was 
significant at p = .05 or less. 
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Another way to view annual inappropriate disposal is to calculate 
it as a percentage of the total quantity of HHM that is found at homes 
or farms at a given point in time. This tells us what portion of 
materials now in homes or on farms can be expected to end up being 
inappropriately disposed of. Of course, consumers will buy and use more 
than they currently have, but the percentage of what they have that is 
inappropriately disposed of remains an interpretable and useful index of 
rates of generating misdirected HHW. 
Finally, for policy application it is usually helpful to have an 
estimate of waste in terms of volume. We can provide a rough estimate 
of the volume of inappropriately disposed of HHW using procedures 
discussed in Appendix E. 
For CUF, the pooled estimate of 38,600 misdirected containers of 
HHW is 9.9 percent of the total pooled estimate of 390,100 containers of 
HHM&W at homes. Assuming an average of 90 to 190 cubic inches per con-
tainer, these inappropriately disposed of containers would take up 74 to 
158 cubic yards if they were all taken to one place. 
For Decatur, the pooled estimate of 30,750 misdirected containers 
of HHW is 7.4 percent of the total pooled estimate of 417,700 containers 
of HHM&W at homes and would collectively take up between 59 and 125 
cubic yards if they were all taken to one place. 
For Champaign County farms, the 1,490 misdirected containers of HHW 
is 3.0 percent of the total pooled estimate of 49,000 containers and 
would take up 4 to 7 cubic yards if they were all taken to one place. 
These counts indicate that much remains to be done to achieve 
widespread and fairly complete diversion of hazardous materials from 
inappropriate destinations, especially in the cities. 
7.4.5. Correlates and Explanations: Who Disposes of It 
Inappropriately? 
In the following correlational analysis, we use the natural log 
transformation of the number of containers inappropriately disposed of. 
CUF in July and October 
For CUF, the quantities of materials that households disposed of 
inappropriately were correlated (p = .05) with the following household 
attributes: 
- being male (r = .06 in July; r = .25 in October) 
- shorter length of residence in the community (r = -.10 with 
length in July; not significant in October) 
- younger age (r = -.14 with age in July; r = -.12 in October) 
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- living in a trailer or mobile home in July (r = .08), but 
living in a single-family house in October (r = .13) 
- currently having a large number of containers of HHM at or 
around the home, garage, or shed (r = .17 in July; r = .23 in 
October) 
Not correlated with inappropriate disposal by CUF households were 
all of the socioeconomic status variables (including education), the 
"voter" or "recycler" variables, neighborhood or city location or resi-
dence, whether or not the respondent had previously heard anything at 
all about HHW, and the facility to name HHW-type materials without 
prompting. 
In CUF, younger age appears to be the single most important 
measured respondent attribute in accounting for inappropriate disposal. 
Even that is not strong. In general, inappropriate disposal seems 
rather widely distributed with little evident change in pattern of 
distribution from July to October. 
In a startlingly simple finding that reflects what is probably an 
often overlooked fact of waste disposal in general, CUF households with 
large quantities of HHM around also tended to dispose of some of it 
inappropriately. 
Decatur in July and October 
Among Decatur residents, inappropriate disposal was associated 
with the following attributes: 
- having large household size (r = .15 in July and October) 
- giving a high average "hazardousness" rating to the 12 types of 
HHM (r = .17 in July; r not significant in October) 
- currently having a large number of containers of HHM at or 
around the home, garage, or shed (r = .17 in July; r = .49 in 
October) 
For Decatur, large households and those having lots of HHM are the 
ones most likely to be inappropriately disposing of some HHW. Again, we 
have the simple but useful observation that those who generate lots of 
waste have a need to dispose of some of it and, in lieu of other 
options, may do so inappropriately. 
Farmers in July and October 
For Champaign County farmers, the quantities of materials that 
households inappropriately disposed of were correlated (p = .05) with 
the following respondent attributes: 
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- shorter length of residence in the community (r = -.17 with 
length in July; r not significant in October) 
- younger age (r = -.25 with age in July; r not significant in 
October) 
- recycling cans, bottles, and newspapers (r not significant in 
July; r = .16 in October) 
- normally not voting in local elections (r = -.39 with voting in 
July; r not significant in October) 
- currently having a large number of containers of HHM at or around 
the home, garage, or shed (r = .19 in July; r not significant in 
October) 
Champaign farmers, like CUF residents, are at greatest risk of 
inappropriate disposal if they are young. In addition, farmers who are 
less well tied into the community through voting or residential tenure 
are more likely to dispose of HHW inappropriately. 
7.4.6. Summary 
In general, it may be said that those with imminent needs for 
appropriate disposal options are also those who live in cities, have 
higher socioeconomic status, and have more HHM around the home. If they 
live on farms, their levels of inappropriate disposal are relatively low 
but not trivial, a larger proportion than among city residents have 
quantities of HHW in storage awaiting disposal, and no special subgroup 
among them is more likely to have HHM awaiting disposal. Both the urban 
and the farm groups that have HHW tend, fortunately, already to be 
better informed on HHM&W matters. They are tuned-in targets for an edu-
cational campaign. 
Those who have inappropriately disposed of HHW in the last year 
tend to be found among two groups: (a) somewhat-informed, higher-status 
persons whose large households and higher consumption levels have 
generated HHW awaiting disposal and (b) younger, ill-informed, and unin-
volved households that have large quantities of HHM around. These two 
quite different groups, then, should be among the targets of an educa-
tional campaign. 
7.5. Unwanted Materials on Hand 
7.5.1. Descriptive Findings: How Much Is Unwanted, 
Awaiting Disposal? 
If respondents to Q.8a reported that they currently had one or more 
containers of an item, they were asked, "Is any of it unwanted that you 
would like to get rid of?" (Q.8b and Table C.8b). In general, the 
reported percentages of households having HHW that they wanted to 
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discard seem rather small. They range from none of the farm households 
saying in July that they had herbicides that they wanted to discard to 
16.4 percent of the farm households saying in October that they had 
extra batteries that they wanted to discard. 
Some of the differences between July and October in Table C.8b pro-
bably reflect seasonal variations. In fall, farmers would have less use 
for herbicides than they would in July. Fall cleanups and recon-
ditioning of equipment might also generate a supply of used batteries 
and paints. Some of what was once stored in anticipation of a use might 
become unwanted by fall. Yet, the percentage of households wanting to 
get rid of any particular type of material remains fairly small in both 
July and October. 
These small percentages translate into much larger estimates of the 
total number of households in the population who have some HHW of any 
type that they want to discard. We will look at these numbers shortly. 
The following discussion also refers to the potential total quan-
tities or number of containers that respondents wanted to get rid of. 
The use of the qualifying term "potential" can be understood by exa-
mining Questions 7, 8a, and 8b in the July or October questionnaires 
(see Appendix B). Given the structure and wording of the questions, we 
do not generally know whether the respondent wanted to get rid of all of 
the material of a given type or only a portion of that material. The 
numbers of containers reported below are actually for the available 
supply of those particular types of materials stored or kept at the 
home from which respondents would like to select some or all to discard. 
This procedure therefore yields an overcount of unwanted containers 
except where a respondent wants to get rid of all of the material of the 
types listed. In light of this deficiency, no attempt is made to add 
even greater uncertainty by translating "unwanted containers" into 
"volume of unwanted HHW." The number of "unwanted containers" are 
reported only to give some outside estimate of how much HHW could be 
collected in a collection drive that fully depletes households of the 
types of HHM of which there is some that they do not want. 
The stronger or less-qualified findings here are the first ones 
reported for each sample, namely, the number and percentage of house-
holds having some hazardous waste that they wanted to get rid of. 
CUF in July and October 
* Among CUF households in July, 8.7 percent had some containers 
of HHW that they wanted to discard. This projects to 3,300 
households in CUF with hazardous waste that they would like to 
get rid of. The October percentage was larger, but not signifi-
cantly so, at 11.6 percent, projecting to 4,396 households. 
* At the 3,300 households with unwanted HHW in July, there was an 
average of 8.7 containers of HHW of the specified types that they 
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wanted to get rid of. At the 4,396 households in October, this 
average was 7.9. 
* Within the entire community of nearly 38,000 households, the 
average per-household number of containers of the type that CUF 
respondents would like to get rid of was .76 in July and .92 in 
October, a statistically nonsignificant (p = .05 or less) 
increase. Pooling the two CUF surveys, the average potential 
number of unwanted containers per household was .84. 
* This pooled average projects to a CUF communitywide potential of 
31,860 containers awaiting disposal. In comparison, the pooled-
sample estimate of the number of containers inappropriately 
disposed of "in the past 12 months" was 38,600. 
* This potential number of containers awaiting disposal in CUF is 
8.2 percent of the total HHM&W containers in homes. The remain-
ing 81.8 percent or more are being stored with a more definite 
expectation of having a use for them. 
Decatur in July and October 
* In Decatur, 10.7 percent of households, or a projected total of 
4,050, had HHW awaiting disposal in July. For October, the per-
centage dropped slightly and nonsignificantly to 9.3 percent, for 
a projected total of 3,520 households. 
* At the 4,050 households with unwanted HHW in July, there was an 
average of 5.5 containers of HHW of the specified types that they 
wanted to get rid of. At the 3,520 households in October, this 
average was 4.7. 
* Within the entire community of nearly 38,000 households, the 
average per-household number of containers of the type that 
Decatur respondents would like to get rid of was .59 in July and 
.44 in October, a statistically nonsignificant (p = .05 or less) 
decrease. Pooling the two Decatur surveys, the average potential 
number of unwanted containers per household was .51. 
* This pooled average projects to a Decatur communitywide potential 
of 17,700 containers of HHW awaiting disposal. This compares 
with a pooled-sample estimate of 30,750 containers inappropri-
ately disposed of in Decatur "in the past 12 months." 
* This potential number of containers awaiting disposal in Decatur 
is 4.2 percent of the total HHM&W containers in homes. 
Farmers in July and October 
* Among farmers, 18.6 percent of households, or a projected total 
of 333 farms in Champaign County, had HHW to discard in July. In 
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October, this had risen nonsignificantly to 21.3 percent, or 381 
farm households. 
* At the 333 farm households with unwanted HHW in July, there was 
an average of 6.2 containers of HHW of the specified types that 
they wanted to get rid of. At the 381 farm households in 
October, this average was 10.0 containers. 
* Among all 1,792 farm households, there was an average in July 
of 1.16 containers per farm household awaiting disposal, which 
changed nonsignificantly to 2.12 containers per household in 
October. The pooled average was 1.74. 
* This pooled average represents an estimated potential total of 
3,118 containers. In comparison, the pooled-sample estimate of 
the total number of containers of HHW inappropriately disposed of 
by farmers lIin the past 12 monthsll was 1,490. 
* This potential number of containers awaiting disposal from 
Champaign County farms is 6.4 percent of the total HHM&W con-
tainers at those farms. 
* Assuming 125 to 225 cubic inches per container, the potential 
amount awaiting disposal from farms would fill 8 to 15 cubic 
yards. 
Summary 
Homes and farms had an enormous supply of HHM&W of which some or 
all was awaiting disposal in July. Statistically, these homes and farms 
had the same supply in October. There is no evidence here of depletion. 
To have achieved depletion, however, would have required a program 
capable of accepting deliverables from 3,300 CUF households and 333 
Champaign County farms (based on the July survey), with the received 
materials numbering up to 8.7 containers per delivering CUF household 
and 6.2 containers per delivering farm household. In lieu of an 
appropriate disposal program capable of collecting such a huge quantity 
from so many households, the only remaining options are for the stored 
but unwanted containers of HHW to be either patiently kept in storage or 
inappropriately disposed of. 
7.5.2. Explanations: Who Wants to Dispose of HHW? 
The percentage of households having some HHW that they wanted to 
dispose of was fairly small in each sample in both July and October. 
The question that we posed was whether this percentage differed among 
different demographic or lifestyle groupings of households. It was 
pOintless to try to explain the quantities of HHW that these households 
wanted to dispose of, given the uncertainties of measurement. There-
fore, the following analysis compares demographic and lifestyle group-
ings in terms of the percentage of households in each grouping that 
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has some HHW awaiting disposal. Significance was tested using chi 
square (corrected for 2 x 2 tables) and the p = .05 or less level. 
CUF in July and October 
Households with higher incomes and respondents with better educa-
tion were significantly more likely to have HHW that they wanted to 
dispose of. For example, in July only 4.5 percent of the households 
with 1986 income under $20,000 had some HHW that they wanted to get rid 
of, compared with 10.7 percent of the households with $20,000-$40,000 
income and 15.5 percent of households with income over $40,000. The 
October percentages for these three income categories were 4.9 percent, 
13.3 percent, and 22.0 percent, respectively. The widening spread 
suggests increasing production of stored HHW by higher-income households 
from July to October. For education, findings are parallel and signifi-
cant. By October, 16.8 percent of those respondents with a four-year 
college degree or more had HHW to dispose of, compared with only 8.8 
percent of those with less education. This was up from 12.0 percent and 
5.9 percent, respectively, in July. 
CUF households with middle-aged respondents were more likely to 
have HHW to dispose of. In July, 7.3 percent of those aged 35 or 
under, 11.7 percent of those aged 36-59, and 8.0 percent of those aged 
60 or over said that they had some HHW to dispose of. While these dif-
ferences were not significant in July, the same pattern became stronger 
and the differences were significant in October when the percentages 
were 7.3 percent (aged 35 or under), 20.2 percent (aged 36-59), and 9.3 
(aged 60 and over). There was a sharp rise in production of stored HHW 
by households having middle-aged respondents. 
Those living in single-family houses were significantly more likely 
to have HHW to dispose of (10.8 percent in July, 17.1 percent in 
October) than were those living in apartments or other structures (6.1 
percent in July, 5.5 percent in October). The greatly widening spread 
indicates a concentration of mounting HHW production in single-family 
houses. 
Household size and the presence of elderly persons or school-age 
children in the household were not significantly related to having HHW 
to dispose of, for both July and October. 
While voting in local elections was not significantly related to 
having HHW, recycling was. In July, 14.0 percent of those in CUF who 
recycled all or most of their cans, bottles, and newspapers also had HHW 
in storage awaiting disposal, while only 6.2 percent of those who 
recycled some or none had HHW that they wanted to dispose of. This dif-
ference was statistically significant. In October, the difference had 
lessened enough to be nonsignificant. 
In July, those who relied on television as their major source of 
local news were significantly less likely to have HHW awaiting disposal 
(5.6 percent) than were those who relied on other sources for local news 
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(10.7 percent). This difference disappeared by October. In July, those 
who listened most often to talk/information radio were significantly 
more likely to have HHW to dispose of (13.9 percent) than were those who 
listened most often to music radio (7.0 percent). In October, these 
percentages rose to 18.4 percent and 9.0 percent, respectively, and the 
difference remained significant. 
Viewed from another perspective, of those in CUF with HHW to 
dispose of in July, 57 percent preferred newspapers for local news, 16 
percent preferred radio, and 23 percent preferred television. By 
October, 60 percent of those with HHW to dispose of preferred news-
papers, only 11 percent preferred radio, and 29 percent preferred tele-
vision. In both July and October, those who had HHW to dispose of were 
numerically divided evenly between listeners to talk/information radio 
and listeners to music radio. 
Those who have more HHM&W are also those who have some that they 
want to dispose of. Among those households in July that had seven or 
more containers of HHM "currently" at the home, 14.8 percent had some to 
dispose of, while only 3.2 percerit of those with fewer than seven con-
tainers of HHM had some HHW to dispose of. These percentages changed to 
21.4 percent of those with large quantities of HHM having some HHW to 
dispose of and 3.1 percent of the low-quantity households having some 
HHW to dispose of. Those with large quantities in July were almost five 
times as likely to have some to dispose of than were those with low 
quantities, and in October they were seven times as likely. These dif-
ferences are all statistically significant. 
Previous inappropriate disposal of HHW also predicts having some 
more HHW around that one wants to dispose of. Of those in CUF who 
inappropriately disposed of some HHW during the previous year, 15.1 per-
cent in July and 25.0 percent in October had an additional amount of HHW 
in storage awaiting disposal. In comparison, of those who had not 
inappropriately disposed of HHW during the previous year, only 6.4 per-
cent in both July and October had more HHW awaiting disposal. 
In one of the most reassuring findings of this study, people who 
had heard about the collection event were likely to be those who had HHW 
to dispose of. Those who had heard about the collection event by the 
time of the October survey were in fact more than twice as likely to 
have HHW that they wanted to dispose of (17.2 percent) than were those 
who had not heard of the collection event (7.1 percent). The publicity 
about the collection event was disproportionately reaching this very 
important target population, those who had HHW in storage awaiting 
disposal. 
The people who were more knowledgeable about HHW were also those 
who were holding onto HHW that they wanted to get rid of. Specifically, 
those who could name more than one HHW product without prompting were 
more likely to have HHW to dispose of (15.3 percent in July, 18.0 per-
cent in October) than were those who could name only one or none (6.4 
percent in July, 7.9 percent in October). 
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Of perhaps greatest importance, those in the October CUF survey who 
had heard something about HHW prior to that survey were more likely to 
have HHW to dispose of (14.9 percent) than were those who had not heard 
anything about HHW before the October survey (6.7 percent). This repre-
sents a reversal from July, when only 7.4 percent of those who had heard 
anything at all about HHW were holding onto some unwanted HHW and a 
significantly larger share (11.7 percent) of those who had heard nothing 
about HHW were holding onto some of it. It appears from this interest-
ing reversal that the publicity and educational campaign may have dis-
proportionately reached those who were holding onto unwanted HHW, and 
possibly slightly increased their number. If the long-range effect is 
to deter further inappropriate disposal, the campaign will have had a 
very important effect, indeed. 
In summary, the most important factors in whether CUF households 
have HHW to dispose of are affluence and living in a single-family 
house, along with having lots of HHM&W around the home. It certainly 
makes sense that those with the resources to accumulate a large supply 
of HHM, those with the house maintenance responsibilities that call for 
use of many types of HHM, and those who, therefore, have large quan-
tities of HHM around are also going to be those who transform a portion 
of their supply into waste. 
Since a disproportionate share of those who have HHW to dispose of 
are also those who inappropriately dispose of HHW, this group is a 
target of some special urgency to reach. Presumably, the undesirable 
option of transferring stored HHW to the trash can remains a possibi-
lity, especially for those who have done so in the past. 
Potentially reducing the exercise of this undesirable option, there 
is strong evidence here of success in reaching this appropriate target 
group of HHW-holding households with information about the collection 
event and with information about HHW in general. 
Decatur in July and October 
All of the demographic and lifestyle variables found to be asso-
ciated with having HHW to dispose of in CUF were also found to have 
similar patterns of relationships in Decatur for both July and October. 
That is, higher-status, middle-aged respondents and those living in 
single-family houses were observed to have a greater percentage with HHW 
awaiting disposal than were other respondents and types of residences. 
However, all but one of these relationships were statistically non-
significant. The sole exception was education in the October survey. 
In this one case, the relationship was very strong indeed. While 25 
percent of those with a four-year college degree or more had HHW to 
dispose of, only 5 percent of those with less education had any HHW to 
dispose of. 
Once again, those who had larger quantities of HHM around the house 
were also more likely to have some to dispose of than were those with 
lesser amounts of HHM around the home. Of the high-quantity households, 
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16.5 percent in July and 14.1 percent in October had some unwanted HHW; 
of the low-quantity households, 3.1 percent in both July and October had 
some unwanted HHW. 
Also as with CUF, those who inappropriately dispose of some HHW 
were much more likely to have more HHW in storage awaiting disposal 
(31.1 percent in July, 23.1 percent in October) than were those who had 
not inappropriately disposed of HHW in the previous year (7.3 percent in 
July and 6.4 percent in October). 
Only one significant difference occurred in Decatur regarding the 
relationship between awareness of HHW and having HHW to dispose of. In 
October, a large 22.2 percent of those who had heard anything at all 
about HHW prior to the survey also had some HHW to dispose of, while 
only 3.1 percent of those who had heard nothing about HHW also had some 
of it to dispose of. Whatever spillover publicity or education reached 
Decatur was clearly disproportionately reaching those who had HHW to 
dispose of, or it was convincing those that it reached to hold onto HHW 
rather than dispose of it. The educational impact or effective 
targeting of publicity found in CUF was at least equally present in 
Decatur in this respect. 
Instead of affluence, it is education that joins HHM quantities 
around the house to provide the best explanations for unwanted HHW 
awaiting disposal in Decatur households. The principle holds in 
Decatur, as in CUF, that those who have HHM want to dispose of some HHW. 
There is also in Decatur, as was less strongly present in CUF, evidence 
that those who dispose of some HHW inappropriately are holding some 
additional HHW that they would like to get rid of. Environmental and 
waste disposal planners would obviously want to provide these waste 
generators with an approved disposal option for the materials that they 
want to get rid of before they inappropriately do with it what they have 
done with other HHW in the past. Perhaps they will now hold onto their 
HHW and await appropriate disposal options, in light of the fact that 
those with unwanted HHW were hearing information about HHW from the 
mounting publicity even in this control community. 
Farmers in July and October 
Among farmers, none of the demographic or lifestyle attributes were 
significantly associated with having HHW to dispose of, both in July and 
in October. Nor were there interesting patterns among the non-
significant findings. Having HHW to dispose of tends to be randomly 
distributed among farmers. This is true even with regard to media pre-
ferences. As a consequence, blanket promotion among farmers was pro-
bably the best strategy for reaching the appropriate ones who had 
materials to get rid of. 
There was an observed but statistically nonsignificant relationship 
among farmers between having large quantities of HHM around the farm 
homesite and having some to dispose of. Having inappropriately disposed 
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of HHW in the past as well as having heard about HHW or about the 
collection event also bore no relationship with having HHW to dispose 
of. 
7.6. Summary 
The amount of HHM&W in homes is perhaps not as great as some have 
feared, but it is nonetheless substantial and very widely distributed. 
In the cities of CUF and Decatur, we found that an average of 6 of the 
12 types of hazardous material had been in each home sometime during the 
previous 12 months, with 4 to 5 of the 12 types "currently" being in 
homes. Among farmers, an average of 8 to 9 of the 12 materials had been 
on each farm during the previous 12 months, while 7 of the 12 were 
"currently" in homes. Toilet bowl cleaner was most prevalent (currently 
in 63 percent of CUF homes), while pesticides (48 percent of CUF homes), 
varnish and oil-based paints (40 percent), car motor oil (39 percent), 
herbicides (26 percent), and auto or boat batteries (7.6 percent) were 
less prevalent. 
Generally, for any of the 12 materials, farmers were one-and-one-
half times more likely than city households to have some of it. Also, 
those farms with some of any given material had, on average, nearly 
twice the number of containers per farm than did city households. 
Very few homes had no HHM&W "currently" present. Only 11 percent 
of CUF homes, 7 percent of Decatur homes, and 2 percent of the farms had 
no HHM&W. The average total number of HHM&W containers in homes was just over 10 per home in CUF, approximately 12 per home in Decatur, and 
27 per home on farms. In volume, the noncompacted containers of HHM&W 
in city homes would take up .6 to 1.2 cubic feet of space, while on 
farms it would take up 2.0 to 3.5 cubic feet of space. 
In general, those in CUF and Decatur who had the most HHM&W around 
their homes seem to be the economically upscale, larger-household people 
in single-family houses and those who are active as voters in local 
elections and (for CUF only) in recycling of bottles, cans, and newspa-
pers. In short, their profile is similar to that of people who had 
heard something about HHW, and, in fact, the high-quantity possessors 
were more likely to have already heard something about HHW. Among far-
mers, younger respondents and again those with larger households had 
more HHM&W on hand. Interestingly, men reported higher quantities than 
did women, especially among farmers. For CUF and the farmers, changes 
in correlates of quantities possessed from July to October were not 
generally great enough or consistent enough to suggest a pattern. 
In other comparisons of July and October, the percentages having 
large quantities of specific materials (20 or more containers of a given 
type) were not reduced by the collection drive or by the associated 
publicity in any of the two cities or the farm samples. In fact, the 
percentages having larger quantities actually rose (but not statisti-
cally significantly) in all three communities (up from 4.4 percent to 
5.9 percent in CUF, from 4.0 percent to 6.0 percent in Decatur, and from 
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17.0 percent to 25.0 percent among farmers). These extreme cases dif-
fered from those with lesser quantities principally in that a greater 
preponderance of the former lived in single-family houses (in the 
cities) and were younger (farmers) than was true of the latter. 
Disposal of HHW was not commonly carried out by many households. 
Fully 82 to 100 percent (typically about 95 percent), depending on com-
munity and type of HHW material, were not disposers during the previous 
year. Clearly, most households have some alternative to disposal, often 
by not acquiring the material or by keeping it until used. 
Inappropriate disposal (e.g., sent to the landfill or dumped on the 
ground or down a sewer) was reported in July as having occurred on 
average for 1.20 partial or full containers per household in CUF in the 
past 12 months. A modest but not significant decline reported by 
October can only be attributed to sample error. A pooled estimate of 
inappropriate disposal per household per year (based on pooling July and 
October survey data) shows a 1.02 container per household disposal rate 
in CUF. Some 23 percent of households inappropriately disposed of 
something during the previous year. The total quantity inappropriately 
disposed of is equal to 9.9 percent of the containers "currently" in CUF 
homes. 
The figures for inappropriate disposal in Decatur were slightly 
lower (a per-household inappropriate disposal rate of .88 containers per 
year, with 19 percent of households participating in inappropriate 
disposal over the year). The total quantity of inappropriately disposed 
of containers equals 7.4 percent of the containers reported to be 
"currently" in homes. 
Among farmers, the figures were .83 inappropriately disposed of 
containers per farm per year and inappropriate disposal by 10 percent of 
the farms. The inappropriately disposed of quantity equals only 3.0 
percent of the containers reported to be "currently" on farms. 
Those who inappropriately dispose of HHW are equally prevalent in 
all sectors of the population, except for two rather different groups 
who have higher rates of inappropriate disposal--the younger people and 
those who "currently" have large quantities on hand. Since the latter 
tend to be of higher socioeconomic status, live in single-family houses, 
and have large families, they tend to be people in the productive years 
of mid-life. They acquire lots of HHM&W and inappropriately dispose of 
some of it. The younger population, although acquiring no dispropor-
tionate quantity, tend also inappropriately to dispose of some of what 
they do acquire. For these younger people, the uncertainty of future 
commitments to the community and residence may be more relevant in 
trying to understand inappropriate disposal than is the quantity of 
HHM&W acquired. 
City and farm homes also had an enormous supply of HHM&W, some or 
all of which the residents wanted to get rid of. For example, in July 
there were 3,300 CUF households and 333 Champaign County farms with up 
to 9 containers per CUF household and 6 containers per farm that they 
119 
wanted to get rid of. No single collection event of presently imagined 
manageable proportions could take in this much material. 
The types of CUF households with materials that they wanted to get 
rid of were disproportionately upper income, better educated, in single-
family houses, and with middle-aged respondents. Those with some 
materials that they wanted to get rid of were also those with much 
"currently" on hand, as well as those who inappropriately disposed of 
some in the past. In fact, previous inappropriate disposal was one of 
the stronger predictors of having some material that they wanted to 
dispose of. 
Those in CUF who heard of the collection event were more than twice 
as likely as those who did not hear of it to have some material that 
they wanted to get rid of. There was also greater holding of material 
awaiting disposal by those who were more knowledgeable about HHW than by 
the less knowledgeable. There are also other indications that those who 
received information about HHM&W and about the collection drive may have 
developed a commitment to hold the material for proper disposal. The 
number of people who were both informed and holding onto material for 
disposal also increased from July to October. 
In general, the volume of HHM&W in homes is not so great as to 
suggest hazards in every corner, but it is substantial enough. There is 
virtually no disposal, inappropriate or otherwise, from most homes, and 
only a trickle of disposal from much of the remainder. The number of 
high-volume possessers and disposers is very small. 
Yet, the quantities add up when taken from many thousands of homes 
over the course of a year. They constitute a volume now being 
inappropriately disposed of that would clearly require a major collec-
tion effort to divert fully. The quantities remaining in homes that are 
unwanted and awaiting proper disposal are very much larger still, so 
large as vastly to exceed anything that collection drives as presently 
conceived could gather in one single-day event. 
Finally, the quantities that are used in homes, although not 
measured in this study, are surely larger still and present wholly dif-
ferent issues of public education in safety, proper usage, storage, and 
serviceable alternatives. 
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CHAPTER 8 
POL! CY ISSUES 
Findings regarding an assorted set of other issues addressed in the 
two surveys are reviewed in this chapter. On most of these issues, 
there was no significant change from July to October. To simplify the 
presentation of findings, only the July survey is routinely referenced 
here. The reader may examine the tables in Appendix C to confirm the 
consistency of findings from July to October. 
8.1. The Public Searching for Ways to Live With 
(and Without) HHM 
8.1.1. Accidents 
Respondents were asked whether there had been "any accidents 
involving injuries in your household because of hazardous materials" 
(0.11 and Table C.11). Affirmative responses were given by 2.1 percent 
of the July Champaign/Urbana/fringe (CUF) sample, 0.7 percent of the 
Decatur sample, and 4.1 percent of the Champaign County farmer sample. 
The CUF figure projects to a total of 796 CUF households. The farmer's 
percentage projects to 73 farm households in Champaign County. Although 
the percentages may seem small, the projections are certainly nontri-
vial. There were some increases in all of these percentages and projec-
tions in the October survey, but they were not significant. 
8.1.2. Buying HHM 
Respondents were asked whether, in buying hazardous products, they 
"generally try to find those with warning labels explaining how to use 
or dispose of them" (0.12 and Table C.12). About two-thirds of both the 
CUF sample and the Champaign County farmers in July answered "yes," 
while almost three-quarters (73 percent) of the Decatur respondents 
answered "yes." 
Asked whether they "generally try to buy less harmful substitutes 
for hazardous products" (0.13), approximately 64 percent of both the CUF 
sample and the farmers answered "yes" in July, as did 56 percent of the 
Decatur sample. 
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8.1.3. Attending To Information about HHM 
An effort was made to identify the types of information that 
respondents would pay attention to should it be provided to them during 
an information campaign. Respondents were read a list of five types of 
information about HHM--lIthe kinds of household products that are hazar-
dous,1I IIhow to use and store hazardous products safely,1I IIdangers asso-
ciated with hazardous products,1I IIhow to dispose of hazardous products 
safely,1I and IInonhazardous alternatives for household usell--and asked 
whether they paid special attention to information about each (Q.23 
[July], Q.20 [October], and Table C.23). Over half in every sample, and 
generally above three-quarters, said that they paid special attention to 
each of the five types of information listed. 
The farmers were by a significant difference especially more atten-
tive to all of these types of information than were respondents in the 
other two samples. Virtually every farmer respondent in July (except 
only 2.1 percent) said that they paid special attention to information 
about the dangers with hazardous products. Nearly 90 percent of the 
farmers paid special attention to information about how to use and store 
hazardous products and how to dispose of hazardous products. This is 
the strongest indication of the previously noted exceptionally high 
level of awareness of and attentiveness to problems with hazardous 
materials by farmers. 
In CUF, attentiveness increased significantly from July to October 
for all five types of information, putting CUF attentiveness more nearly 
on a par with farmers. In Decatur, there were also significant 
increases in attentiveness for two types of information, and non-
significant increases for the other three types of information. These 
changes, therefore, seem to reflect some general regional trends that 
are stronger in CUF, where the publicity campaign appears to have had a 
small effect over and above that of the general trend. 
8.1.4. Participation in an HHW Collection Day 
Asked in the July survey whether their household would participate 
lIif your community set up an annual collection site for people to drop 
off hazardous household waste ll (Q.17a), a surprisingly large 85-90 per-
cent of each sample answered lIyes ll (Table C.17)~ Although this cer-
tainly cannot be taken as a commitment, or even as a long-range 
expectation, it does show overwhelming support for the concept. 
In answer to a question in the October survey about whether their 
household participated lIin the hazardous household waste collection 
event on September 13 11 (Q.18 and Table C.17), 2.5 percent of CUF and 9.9 
percent of the farmers said lIyes. 1I These self-reports are at most 2-3 
times larger than the percentages that we would expect from knowledge of 
how many households actually did participate (Table H.1). Some of this 
excess may be people who came late and were turned away. Others may be 
post-event bandwagon free riders, a familiar type of biography rewriter 
that is often uncovered in survey research by questions like this one. 
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8.2. Attitudes and Opinions on Policy Issues 
8.2.1. Adequacy of Government Spending on Various Functions 
Early in the questionnaire, respondents were asked whether they 
felt IIthat government is spending too much money, about the right 
amount, or too little moneyll on six different functions: IIprotecting 
the local environment,1I lithe public education system,1I IIlandfill opera-
tion and maintenance,1I lIeconomic development,1I IIdrug and alcohol 
problems,1I and lithe disposal of hazardous household waste ll (Q.3). The 
form of this question is identical to the very first major policy issue 
question used in an institutionalized program of longitudinal research 
on public opinion, George Gallup's national survey of October 1935. The 
Gallup Poll still uses it, changing the list of government functions to 
keep up with the times. 
Findings from our surveys are reported in Table C.3. There are a 
substantial number of IIdon't knowsll for all six functions, indicating a 
feeling of lacking knowledge or other competency for answering the 
question. This is a legitimate response and should not be forced into a 
position. It is notable that the largest percentages of IIdon't knows ll 
(in the 42-46 percent range) occurred in July for the function of 
IIdisposal of household hazardous waste. II This is understandably high 
for a government activity that had barely entered the scene at the time 
of the July survey; it is surprising that the July IIdonlt knowsll were 
not more numerous. 
In October, the IIdon't knowsll for spending on HHW disposal had 
declined significantly (at the .01 level) in CUF and among farmers, 
indicating a salutary effect of the publicity campaign in increasing 
public knowledge about an HHW disposal program. Among Decatur resi-
dents, there was a nonsignificant decline in IIdonlt knows.1I 
Among those in CUF who took a position on the adequacy of funding, 
the mean scores in Table C.3 show surprisingly that IIdisposal of hazar-
dous household waste ll got the strongest pro-funding response in July (a 
mean of 2.57) of the six functions. In Decatur, education and drug/ 
alcohol problems received the highest pro-funding response (means of 
2.47), while disposal of HHW came in behind them (with a mean of 2.41). 
Among farmers, disposal of HHW was again in third place, behind educa-
tion and drug/alcohol problems. It should also be noted that, in all 
three July samples, funding for disposal of HHW was considered to be 
less adequate than is funding for the landfill. 
In comparison with CUF residents in July, the farmers preferred 
less spending for protecting the environment, for economic development, 
and for disposal of HHW. Farmers also preferred less funding on the 
first two of these than did Decatur. And CUF preferred less funding on 
economic development and more on disposal of HHW than did Decatur. 
All of these between-sample differences can be easily exaggerated, 
however, if one fails to note that the overwhelming majority of each 
sample stated that funding is either lIabout right ll or IItoo little. 1I 
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Moreover, the percentage saying that there is "too much" spending was 
invariably--in all six samples in both July and October and for al~ six 
functions--less than the percentage saying that there is "too little" 
spending. 
8.2.2. Laws and Norms Regarding HHM&W 
A series of questions was devised to tap views about appropriate 
social norms and public law on selected issues regarding HHM&W (Q.15 and 
Table C.15). Five normative or policy statements were read to the 
respondents, who were asked whether they "strongly agreed, agreed, 
disagreed, or strongly disagreed" with each. 
The statements and highlights of the findings are given below: 
a. "Manufacturers should be required to provide clear warning 
labels about how to use and dispose of hazardous products." 
Overwhelmingly, all three samples strongly agreed. 
b. "People should store leftover hazardous products if they can 
use them up later." 
While each sample overwhelmingly agreed or strongly agreed, 
there was some notable disagreement. Household size or the 
presence of school-age children, seemingly likely correlates, 
were not in fact correlated with this attitude at p = .05 for 
any sample in either survey. 
c. "There should be a law against disposal of hazardous household 
waste in sewers or on the ground." 
Over 90 percent of each sample in both surveys agreed with this 
statement. The percentage in CUF who strongly agreed rose 
significantly from July to October, indicating increasing sen-
sitivity to disposal problems. (Interestingly, there was no 
correlation with amounts inappropriately disposed of.) 
d. "Government should promote the use of nonhazardous 
alternatives." 
Over 90 percent of each sample in both surveys agreed with this 
statement. 
e. "The community should allow all hazardous household waste to be 
picked up in the garbage and hauled to the landfill." 
Respondents in each sample were fairly closely divided down the 
middle in July, with 56-65 percent disagreeing. The two 
Champaign samples (CUF and farm) disagreed most strongly, while 
the Decatur sample was closer to being evenly split. Education 
was the strongest demographic correlate in all three samples, 
with the better educated disagreeing with the statement (for 
CUF, r = .19; for farmers, there is an astonishing r = .37; and 
for Decatur, r = .18). If we consider "living in single-family 
houses" to be a demographic variable, the correlation is 
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stronger in Decatur, with another astonishing r = .38, indi-
cating disagreement by residents of single-family houses. 
Between July and October, there was a nonsignificant increase 
in disagreement among farmers and a significant increase in 
CUF, indicating increasing sensitivity to disposal problems. 
There were no statistically significant differences between the 
three samples in July with regard to mean responses on these attitude 
variables. Norms in the three communities were remarkably similar in 
July. By October, however, CUF and the farmers had become significantly 
more negative than Decatur toward allowing hazardous waste into land-
fills. 
8.2.3. Program Preferences 
Respondents were asked for their preferences concerning "several 
types of special collection programs for hazardous household waste" that 
"state and local governments are funding" throughout the U.S. (Q.16 and 
Table C.16). The two options were "a collection site for people to drop 
off their hazardous household waste" or "curbside pickup." For which-
ever option respondents preferred, they were asked whether they would 
prefer it to be "one or two days a year" or "at least one day each 
month." Findings include the following: 
* In July, preference for a collection site for people to drop off 
their HHW was indicated by 40 percent of CUF, 35 percent of 
Decatur, and 68 percent of the farmers. The alternative option 
offered to respondents, curbside pickup, was preferred by 59 
percent of CUF, 63 percent of Decatur, and 32 percent of the far-
mers. By October, all three samples had shifted more toward 
favoring a collection site, but only in CUF was the shift signi-
ficant. 
* The farmer1s significantly greater preference for a drop-off 
collection site is understandable, given the logistics of rural 
"curbside" pickup. Compared with CUF, Decatur1s greater pre-
ference for curbside pickup is not as easily understood. It may 
reflect unfamiliarity with drop-off collection sites, a program 
mode that is very effectively used in Champaign County for 
recycling. 
* Of those who preferred a drop-off collection site, 90 percent or 
more in each sample (except farmers in October) preferred that it 
be open "at least one day each month" instead of "one or two days 
each year." 
* Of those who favored curbside pickup, 70-80 percent in each 
sample (except farmers in October) preferred service at least 
monthly rather than once or twice a year. 
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8.2.4. How to Pay For an HHW Diversion Program 
Finally, respondents were told that "it costs between $5 and $30 
per household each year to dispose of hazardous household waste pro-
perly" and were asked whether the funding for a special collection 
program in their community should come primarily from "a sales tax on 
hazardous products," "general state tax revenue," "general local tax 
revenue," or "fees collected from garbage trucks at landfills" (Q.16d 
and Table C.16). The most preferred option in all samples (except far-
mers in July) was for a sales tax on hazardous products. The second 
most frequently chosen option was for a garbage truck landfill "tipping" 
fee. Relatively few preferred the use of general state or local taxes. 
Even fewer volunteered the idea that those who dispose of HHW should 
alone pay for the costs of that disposal. 
8.3. Summary 
Most respondents in all three communities reported that they look 
for products with warning labels when they buy HHM and that they prefer 
to buy less harmful alternatives. Reported attention to information 
about HHM&W was also very high, especially among farmers. 
Nearly half of each of the samples felt that they could not comment 
on the adequacy of funding for disposal of hazardous household waste. 
Of those who did comment, this function of local government received in 
July the highest "pro-spending" response among six functions listed for 
comparison. Based on the responses given, it appears that the public 
strongly favors requiring manufacturers to provide warning labels on HHM 
containers and overwhelmingly believes that laws should bar dumping HHW 
in the sewers or on the ground. The public is almost evenly divided 
over whether to allow HHW to be hauled to the community landfill. 
It is evident, however, that the public favors an environmentally 
appropriate HHW disposal option. Overwhelming proportions of respon-
dents in each of the three communities indicated interest in partici-
pating in an HHW collection program. A special HHW collection program 
with curbside pickup was favored by the urban populations, and a drop-
off program was favored by the farmers. The urban resident's most pre-
ferred way of funding an HHM&W program was to have a sales tax on 
hazardous products, while the farmers were more evenly split between the 
sales tax option and a surcharge on "tipping" truckloads of common 
household solid waste at the landfill. 
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CHAPTER 9 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The conclusions focus on the implications or significance of the 
findings for designing, carrying out, and evaluating HHM&W programs. 
The recommendations focus on what might be done to make better infor-
mation available to state and local HHM&W program planners. 
9.1. Conclusions: Implications and Significance 
of the Major Findings 
It seems likely that Illinois will soon have an increasing number 
of communities holding some type of HHM educational program and HHW 
collection event. This prospect is due to several developments: the 
growing tempo of similar activities nationally, the interest at HWRIC in 
providing communities with information and technical assistance in this 
area, and the attention that many local communities are giving to their 
waste disposal and environmental problems. 
In the general public, there is also a genuine concern and need for 
these programs. Viewed from inside the house, hazardous materials are 
nearly everywhere. Our survey of Champaign/Urbana/fringe (CUF), 
Decatur, and Champaign County farmers found that people are surprisingly 
aware of HHM&W as a problem and a hazard, have substantial quantities 
around the home, are often looking for ways to get rid of them, are left 
with little option but inappropriate disposal, generally prefer to mini-
mize HHW, and favor public programs that would provide an environmen-
tally responsible disposal alternative. 
In discussing the implications of these survey findings, the 
experience of other communities provides an informative background. In 
particular, it is instructive to recall that all previous programs seem 
to combine, with varying emphases, two features: 
a. A collection component aimed at gathering together and 
recycling or properly disposing of excess HHW by contract with 
an approved hazardous waste disposer and 
b. An educational component aimed at reducing both the quantities 
of HHW generated by homes and the risks of using and storing 
HHM in the home. 
These are the two basic elements of any community HHM&W program likely 
to be implemented in the future. 
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The second major lesson from previous programs is that they seem to 
attract increasingly more people to each successive collection event. 
There appears to be a diffusion effect that begins with involvement by 
some early-participant core and expands outward to a wider circle of 
people who were initially hard to reach. This diffusion principle, not 
uncommon in program implementation, is assumed for the purposes of this 
discussion to be applicable to HHM&W programs. 
9.1.1. Awareness of HHM&W and the Public·s Need for Information 
A substantial fraction of each community already had some knowledge 
about HHW before the publicity for the collection event began. The far-
mers were generally much better informed than were CUF residents, and 
the latter were better informed than were Decatur residents. For 
example, nearly 6 out of 10 farm households, nearly 4 out of 10 CUF 
households, and nearly 3 out of 10 Decatur households had already heard 
something about HHW before the collection publicity began. 
Approximately three months later, after a very short period of 
publicity and rather limited efforts at public education, public aware-
ness of HHW as a public issue had risen by 20 percentage points in every 
community. Between one-third (in CUF) and one-half (among farmers) of 
the previously unaware had become acquainted with some public discussion 
of HHW. 
It was not a deep awareness. Asked before the collection publicity 
how they had heard of HHW, most of those who had heard anything at all 
could cite only one source. After the publicity, more sources were 
cited, suggesting a deepening of knowledge. Both before and after the 
publicity campaign, most of the information sources that were cited were 
from TV or newspapers. The reliance of the campaign on media and 
mailings meant that interpersonal networks were minimally activated in 
the cities, where this very powerful source of influence and information 
went underutilized. Farmers, however, were very effectively and widely 
informed through the interpersonal and organizational networks of the 
local county branch of the Farm Bureau. In the cities and on the farms, 
both before and especially during the campaign, the better-educated, 
longer-term residents and community-involved, voting citizens were most 
likely to be informed by some source, especially from the more effective 
interpersonal sources. 
This indicates a respectable initial minimal level of awareness 
among a civic-minded, higher-income, and well-educated segment of the 
population, in which the Champaign collection program found ready 
reception and from which emerged a widening circle of people informed 
about HHW. The widening circle was highly selective of people like 
those in the initial core, for awareness spread to others who were even 
more likely to be well educated, affluent, and involved in civic 
affairs. This is perhaps the sector of the community that can be 
expected to be leaders in a new program that appeals to civic 
responsibility. 
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The challenge in the future will be to find ways to reach those who 
are initially slower to become engaged in these programs. Although the 
proportion of people unfamiliar with HHW had shrunk significantly in 
CUF and among farmers, the proportion of these who were less well edu-
cated, newer residents, non-homeowners, or uninvolved in civic affairs 
had grown. There clearly remains a need for an educational effort 
having more popular appeal. 
Whether it is realistic or worthwhile to undertake such an effort 
remains unclear. If the diffusion model applies, it may be advisable 
during the first year or two of a program to concentrate on those who 
are predisposed or already concerned and to target the uninformed por-
tion of the population for modest gains in recognizing HHW as a problem. 
Because the less aware in the cities also tend to live in apartments, 
they also have relatively limited options with regard to HHM use and 
storage and may not be experienced with some types of HHM. Their use 
for HHM&W information is not as extensive as it would be among the resi-
dents of single-family houses, so they would need to be addressed in 
terms of their more limited concerns. 
9.1.2. IdentifyingHHM&W and the Public·s Need for Information 
On another lIawareness ll question, just over 75 percent of the far-
mers and over 80 percent of the CUF households were able to identify at 
least one type of household hazardous material or waste before the cam-
paign, while in Decatur it was just over 70 percent of households. As 
with basic awareness of HHW as an issue, the campaign seems to have had 
a positive effect. At the end of the campaign in October, there were 
significant increases in the proportions who could name examples of HHW. 
Most could not only name some products but were also clearly naming pro-
ducts that are concensually regarded by experts as hazardous to some 
degree. It was also once again found in the CUF samples and less so in 
the Decatur samples that the better-educated, civic-minded, and longer-
term residents could name the most products, both before and after the 
campaign. The effect of the campaign was seen in the fact that changes 
in Decatur tended to be random, while changes in CUF involved improved 
knowledge by the higher-status and more civic-minded residents. 
Informed farmers also tended to be the longer-term residents. These 
are, once again, the segments of the community that are most prepared to 
receive additional information and to get an HHM&W program off the 
ground. 
Yet, the same findings on the public·s ability to name examples of 
HHM indicated a substantial remaining need for more information. Asking 
whether a household head can name one or more examples of HHM is cer-
tainly not a high standard for assessing awareness. One-quarter in July 
and nearly one-fifth in October could not name a single HHM product 
type, and some who tried were offering highly dubious answers. A more 
demanding standard for correctly identifying possible types of HHM would 
surely produce lower percentages of those who could identify them. 
Given our minimal standard for assessment, then, there is clearly much 
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education to be done before examples of HHM are household words that are 
universally thought of as potential HHW. 
When respondents were reminded of specific examples of HHM in the 
next question in the survey, and then asked how hazardous these products 
were, over 90 percent could give a hazardousness rating. Response rates 
on this item went up in the October survey. Not only could they give 
ratings if they were reminded of types of HHM, but their relative 
ratings were on average generally fairly realistic and sound in light of 
present scientific judgment about the relative hazardousness of various 
products. Small but significant proportions underassessed the hazard-
ousness of some products, and there were less prominent instances of 
overassessment, but the averages were reasonably sound. As an apparent 
consequence of increasing public attention to HHM&W issues during the 
publicity campaign, the average hazardousness rating went up between 
July and October. In short, with some prompting, the vast majority of 
the population can recall some reasonably valid knowledge about HHM, and 
as they become more informed, their ratings of the hazardousness of pro-
ducts become more severe. 
In light of these last findings, it should be among the aims of an 
educational campaign to (a) minimize the underassessment (and occasional 
overassessment) of hazardousness, (b) give concrete meanings to the 
label of "hazardous" for each HHM, (c) increase the accessibility of 
knowledge about hazardousness so that it emerges in people's memory with 
less prompting, and (d) further reduce the already low percentage who 
cannot assess the hazardousness of types of HHM. 
The first two of these aims involve communicating fairly complex 
information and may be most effectively addressed to those who are 
already minimally aware--namely, the better educated, the longer-term 
residents, and the civic minded. The second two aims involve com-
municating much more basic messages, perhaps repetitively in order to 
increase basic familiarity. Such messages might be most effectively 
addressed to those who are initially less aware, to move them to a stage 
where more complex messages might subsequently be made effective as 
well. 
9.1.3. Channels of Communication That Provide Awareness 
In the analyses of awareness, there were some useful findings 
regarding which types of media and other-channels of communication are 
likely to reach what kinds of people. In general, we found that 
interpersonal networks, including clubs or organizations, along with 
talk/information radio and, if only because of the size of their 
readership, newspapers, were important means of communicating early 
information about HHM&W. The entertainment mass media (TV and music 
radio) were not good sources of awareness of HHM&W, except in the 
comparison community of Decatur, where the chief source of information 
about the Champaign collection event was from a regional television sta-
tion. Television reached a mass audience but had little impact on 
those who actually knew anything about HHW. Campaigns should probably 
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have different types of educational materials, strategies, and goals for 
the truly mass media of television on the one hand and for the more in-
depth media of newspapers and radio on the other hand. 
It is also clear from our October survey that massive efforts to 
distribute flyers or brochures through the mail and door-to-door have 
relatively little impact. Although most or all CUF households received 
them, very few remembered them. 
Although local newspapers played little or no role in promoting 
pre-campaign awareness, they became the most common source of infor-
mation during the campaign. Perhaps local newspapers are most effective 
in distributing information to the unaware only after early awareness is 
established by other means and after a "newsworthy" program or event 
draws attention to the concerns of the early starters. Local newspapers 
might best be viewed as conveyors of rather simple messages aimed prin-
cipally at establishing basic recognition of an issue and a favorable 
climate of opinion toward doing something about the issue. 
9.1.4. The Need for Reducing HHW and for an HHW Disposal Option 
The public's need for an appropriate HHW disposal option was evi-
dent in several findings from our surveys. 
One important finding concerns the number of containers of HHW that 
were inappropriately disposed of (e.g., in the garbage or on the ground) 
during the previous year. In CUF, our two surveys gave us an estimated 
annual rate of 38,600 partial or full containers of HHW that were 
inappropriately disposed of by all households in the community. These 
containers of HHW went to the landfill or were dumped on the ground or 
down a sewer. In Decatur, there were an estimated 30,750 partial or 
full containers annually disposed of inappropriately, and from Champaign 
County farms there were an estimated 1,490 partial or full containers 
inappropriately disposed of each year. There were no significant 
changes in these reported annual disposal rates from before the campaign 
began in July to after the campaign ended by October. A year will need 
to pass before we can get a valid comparison assessing change in these 
rates. 
These are estimates based on self-reported recall by one informant 
per sampled household. Because of probable limitations in how well 
people recall details about garbage, including HHW, these seem likely to 
be underestimates of the numbers of partial or full containers of HHW 
actually inappropriately disposed of during a year's time. 
Even so, the numbers are substantial. Put the CUF total of 38,600 
containers in one place and they would take up 74 to 158 cubic yards. 
By present standards, a successful annual collection event can 
begin to reduce the estimated rate of inappropriate disposal but will 
not in itself eliminate it. The Champaign County collection event was 
successful beyond the planners' expectations, but it drew only about 7 
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percent of the number of containers that are annually disposed of in the 
county in some inappropriate way by CUF residents or farmers. Clearly, 
collection events must take in substantially more than the one in 
Champaign County did, and they must be preceded by educational campaigns 
that place primary emphasis on reducing the generation of HHW in the 
first place. Other options that the public could pursue to reduce the 
total amount of HHW include recycling, giving to those who can use it, 
buying less, buying less hazardous substitutes, or storing until used. 
In addition to what people have inappropriately disposed of in the 
previous year, there are a substantial number of households that have 
been storing HHW while the owners look for a way to get rid of it. In 
CUF in July 1987, an estimated 3,300 households had some HHW awaiting 
disposal. By the end of the campaign in October, the number of 
households holding unwanted HHW had risen to 4,396. In Decatur, there 
were an estimated potential of 4,050 households in July and 3,520 
households in October with unwanted HHW. Some 333 farm households in 
July and 381 in October had unwanted HHW awaiting disposal. 
These numbers greatly exceed the number of households that a 
successful collection event might attract. It is doubly clear that 
co,llection events divert only a portion of what is awaiting or destined 
for disposal. It is also increasingly clear that collection events, 
while serving as useful HHW diversion activities for waste that has no 
other destination but inappropriate ones, must also serve as attention-
focusing centerpieces within educational campaigns that have the larger 
goal of calling attention to needs and strategies for HHW reduction in 
genera 1. 
9.1.5. The Potential Magnitude of the HHM&W Problem 
In addition to the number of partial or full containers of HHW that 
households dispose of, and in addition to the quantity that households 
are storing but want to get rid of, there is still a much larger quan-
tity of HHM that households are storing and have not chosen to classify 
as HHW. 
There may be well-understood intended uses for part of the HHM 
that some households have in storage. There must also be no intended 
use, or only the most vague or wishful intended use, for some of the HHM 
in home storage. There are changes in plans, accidents around storage 
areas, and simple aging of materials that force reclassification of some 
materials from useful and wanted stuff (HHM) to useless or unwanted 
stuff (HHW). An educational campaign and collection event may inadver-
tently or intentionally prod some of these changes in classification, 
thereby increasing the quantities of HHW beyond that disposed of or 
awaiting disposal before the educational campaign began. 
In CUF, the average household had 10.3 containers of HHM in storage 
in July, with only 11 percent of households having 2 or fewer con-
tainers. There was no change by October. Pooling the July and October 
surveys, we found an estimated total of 390,100 containers of HHM in CUF 
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households, or enough to fill an area of 750 to 1,590 cubic feet if they 
were all brought to one place. Of these containers, nearly 60,000 or 
15.3 percent (averaging nearly 2 per home) were containers of pesticides 
or herbicides. 
In Decatur, the average household had in July 10.9 containers of 
HHM, with only 7 percent having 2 or fewer containers. Decatur house-
holds had an estimated total of 417,700 containers of HHM. 
On Champaign County farms, the average household had 26.1 con-
tainers of HHM in storage, with only 2 percent having 2 or fewer con-
tainers. These farm households had an estimated total of 49,000 con-
tainers of HHM. 
All of these containers, when emptied, probably are destined for 
the community landfills. Some of them are probably destined for 
inappropriate disposal before being emptied. It is clearly important 
that educational campaigns stress the importance of keeping and using or 
recycling that which is in storage and is useful, in order not to 
inadvertently invite a flood of needless storage reduction into either 
the waste collection or the regular garbage pickup. At the same time, 
it is important for educational campaigns to help households identify 
those materials in storage that should be disposed of before their pre-
sence around the home becomes a hazard. Given the potential volume of 
what could be transferred from storage to waste, this is an issue to be 
addressed with great care and balance in an educational campaign. 
Because of the volume of HHM that passes through or stays in nearly 
all homes, the character of an educational campaign could address a 
number of issues about proper handling of HHM&W. Most households seem 
to be receptive to, if not already familiar with, some of these issues. 
For example, most respondents in all three communities reported that 
they look for products with warning labels when they buy HHM and that 
they prefer to buy less harmful alternatives. Reported attention to 
information about HHM&W was also very high, especially among farmers. 
Attention to information about HHM&W rose significantly during the 
period of the publicity campaign. 
9.1.6. Finding Those with the Greatest Quantities of HHM&W 
The public is divided into two major groups with regard to quanti-
ties of HHM&W available or disposed of. 
The first group, found only in CUF and among the farmers, may be 
called "the young and mobile," traits that apply to a disproportionate 
number of those who inappropriately disposed of the greatest quantity 
of HHW. Short-term or recent residents and the young are a special 
concern not just because they disproportionately dispose of HHW in 
inappropriate ways but also because they are the types of residents who 
are least well tied into community institutions. It is somewhat more 
difficult to reach them with information about HHM&W through organiza-
tions or other established channels of communication. However, to reach 
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the inappropriate disposers, it is essential to try to find a way to 
communicate with the young and the mobile. The media that they follow 
tend to be the entertainment mass media. 
The second group may be called lithe established citizens," a term 
that seems to summarize the traits of those possessing the greatest 
quantities of HHM. In CUF, these are the homeowners, those with larger 
households, the civic minded, and the more established long-term resi-
dents, who also have some minimal previous awareness or knowledge of 
HHM&W and were slower to acquire awareness by October. In Decatur, 
those with higher educational attainment and higher income, the com-
munity involved, and those with large household size are the ones with 
the greatest quantities of HHM. Among farmers, older respondents and 
those with large households and school-age children possess the greatest 
quantities. 
In each community context, these are the established citizens who 
are also the people who may be most predisposed by prior knowledge or 
sense of community responsibility to adopt HHW reduction strategies as 
well as to participate in a collection event. These are people who can 
be addressed with information pitched at a higher-than-basic level of 
complexity. 
Interestingly, those city dwellers with large quantities of HHM, 
while being overwhelmingly established citizens, are also significant 
contributors to inappropriate disposal. This is true in CUF, where 
the established citizens having large quantities of HHW stand alongside 
the young and the mobile as inappropriate disposers. It is also true in 
Decatur, where having lots of HHM is a very strong predictor of inappro-
priate disposal and, in fact, the only predictor other than large house-
hold size. It appears that, in the cities, those who have acquired a 
great quantity of HHM have also acquired a tendency, probably out of a 
sense of necessity, to dispose of some of it on occasion. 
Simple as this observation may be, it is an important one with 
easily overlooked implications. One implication is that a program that 
reaches the large-quantity possessors will presumably achieve some 
reduction in inappropriate disposal. Another implication is that these 
large-quantity possessors, being established citizens, are probably more 
readily reached through established organizations and information 
channels and likely to be predisposed to respond positively. A third 
implication is that their prior awareness level may permit communication 
of more complex forms of information, including information of a type 
that they could well use on how to reduce their generation of HHW. 
Finally, there are those who are holding onto material that they 
would like to dispose of. Their need for information about proper dis-
posal, especially through a diversion program, is fairly immediate. 
These people are disproportionately found in the higher-status areas of 
the cities and in the larger-household farms. Also, both in the cities 
and on the farms, those possessing large quantities of HHM are again of 
special concern, for they also are the ones with the greatest quantities 
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awaiting disposal. Targeting educational efforts to these groups would 
follow the same guidelines outlined above for the established citizens. 
It is a mark of some accomplishment that the publicity program in 
Champaign County managed to reach many of the important target groups. 
Most notably, it reached those with large quantities of HHM&W, those 
households that had HHW that they wanted to dispose of, and--by 
disproportionately reaching these--it also had some effectiveness in 
reaching those who have inappropriately disposed of HHW in the past. It 
succeeded in this regard, it seems, principally by reaching the upscale, 
single-family homes where large quantities of HHM&W are found and where 
some HHW is kept in storage. The challenge of the future will be to 
spread this impact more broadly to reach as well the younger and apart-
ment-dwelling segments that have high inappropriate disposal rates. 
9.1.7. Policy Options and Public Opinion 
Perhaps because the issue is so new, nearly half of the samples 
felt that they could not comment on the adequacy of funding for disposal 
of household hazardous waste. Of those who did comment, this function 
of local government received the highest "pro-spending" response of the 
six functions listed for comparison. There was no significant change 
from July to October. 
Consistently in both the July and October surveys, households in 
CUF strongly favored requiring manufacturers to provide warning labels 
on HHM containers. In increasing numbers from July to October, the 
respondents overwhelmingly believed that laws should bar dumping HHW in 
the sewers or on the ground. They were more evenly divided over whether 
to allow HHW to be hauled to the community landfill. 
It is evident, however, that the public favors an environmentally 
appropriate HHW disposal option. Most respondents in each of the three 
communities indicated interest in participating in an HHW collection 
program. A special HHW collection program with curbside pickup was 
favored by the urban residents, and a drop-off program was favored by 
the farmers. Despite the convenience of curbside pickup, it is probably 
not financially feasible. The urbanites' preference for a curbside 
program may indicate the extent of their support for a public collection 
program. 
The urban residents' most preferred way of funding an HHM&W program 
was to have a sales tax on hazardous products, while the farmers favored 
a surcharge on "tipping" truckloads of common household solid waste at 
the landfill. These are emerging nationwide as two of the most innova-
tive and effective ways of funding HHM&W programs. 
In general, the public is prepared to support new programs to 
improve the handling and disposal of HHM&W. This inclination is con-
sistent with a rather widespread basic awareness of HHM&W and a tendency 
by many households to withhold HHW from improper disposal while awaiting 
a disposal option. Although substantial quantities of HHW are nonethe-
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less inappropriately disposed of for lack of an adequate alternative, 
the public clearly favors an aggressive special collection program and 
some form of public educational effort. The need for both is even 
clearer. 
9.2. Recommendations 
It is recommended that HWRIC promote a series of campaigns and 
events throughout the state seeking to have communities adopt and 
institutionalize programs of their own. The Champaign/Urbana experience 
can be used as a model. 
It would also be advisable to draw on Florida's discovery that 
campaigns become increasingly more effective in neighboring communities 
because of the spillover effect of public education. Thus, campaigns 
could be scheduled in waves across the state to maximize the build-up 
of spillover effects. 
It is recommended that the Champaign/Urbana surveys be continued 
beyond the post-collection-day follow-up. For several years, there 
should be annual monitoring to identify longer-range trends in household 
behavior regarding HHW&M. In addition, consideration should be given to 
the likely value of a similar survey in a part of the state that might 
be uniquely different in household composition, most notably the Chicago 
area. 
Finally, it is recommended that research attention be given to 
tracing the policy impacts of information and expertise on hazardous 
waste disposal. This report is part of the effort to make information 
available. Many other types of information and various forms of 
expertise exist that remain loosely connected in growing networks of 
policy officials, researchers, and other experts. It is a matter of 
some importance what priorities determine which types of information or 
expertise get introduced into decision making and which priorities 
remain information poor at the decision-making level. 
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Hazardouswastes originate in households too 
By CIIRIS SCIIULTZ 
Newa-<;azeUe Starr Writer. 
Not all users of dangerous chemi-
cals and dumpers of hazardous 
waste are In an Industrial area sur-
rounded by smokestacks and rail-
road tracks. 
Many are nestled among smooth 
green lawns In Ihe best of neigh-
borhoods. 
""'s not Just large chemical com· 
panles and Industries; said Christi-
na Komadlna of the state's Hazard-
ous Waste Research and 
Informltlon Center In Savoy. 
"We're III users and dumpers of 
hazardous wasle." 
The center Is working wllh the 
local Intergovernmental Solid 
Waste Disposal Association to orga-
nize a household hazardous wastes 
awareness program for Cham· 
palgn-Urbana. 
A publlclly campaign about 
household hazardous wastes will be 
launched this summer, and the cen-
ter will take a telephone survey of 
residents In Champaign-Urbana to 
check on their awareness of which 
household chemicals are potential-
ly dangerous, Komadlna said. 
AND IN OCTOBER, the center will 
help organize a collection day 
when residents can bring their 
containers of hazardous household 
chemicals to be disposed of proper-
ly by a hazardous waste disposal 
company hired by Ihe solid wasle 
disposal association, she said. It's 
hoped the program will be repeated 
annually. 
The association estimates the cost 
of the program' Ihls year will be 
$23,000, wllh $3,000 set aside for the 
educational program. 
While Industries by law muSI dis-
pose of hazardous wastes In special 
landfills or burn Ihem In special 
Inclneralors, there Is no such reo 
qulrement for households. 
The federal and stale govern-
ments have decided that because 
household hazardous waste Is a rei· 
atlvely small amount of the 10lal 
household wasles, Ihose chemicals 
are exempled, regardless of how 
loxlc, flammable or chemically re-
active Ihey are, said Jim Darling, 
Urbana's director of public works. 
~ey are not saying they (house-
hold hazardous wastes) aren't bad, 
but they are saying they are ex-
empted: said Darllng. 
And Ihat means municipal land· 
fills are laking In relatively small 
amounts of wastes thaI, In larger 
amounts, would be conSidered haz-
ardous. 
NOT EVERYONE WIIO Is a fre· 
quent user of household conve-
nience chemicals recognizes the 
dangers that may lurk behind a 
friendly brand name, said Dan 
Krayblll, the center's Industrial en· 
glneer, 
Drain cleaners, for Instance, usu-
ally have sodium hydroxide as 
their main active Ingredient, he 
said. It's also known as caustic soda 
or lye. 
~at's very, very corrosive: said 
Krayblll. "It's really nasty Sluff In 
the house: 
And there are cases In which peo-
ple thought they could create a "su-
per-c:leaner" by mixing an ammo-
nla·based cleaner with chlorine 
bleach, said Krayblll. What they got 
Instead was a cloud of chlorine gas, 
a deadly chemical used as a weapon 
during World War I. 
In the garage, waste engine 011 Is 
hazardous and Is considered II can· 
cer-c:auslng agenl. 
SOME PAINTS, PARTICULARLY 
c·u to dispose of home chemicals at Odober event 
In October, residents of Champaign and Urbano will 
be Invited to bring out the household chemicals they 
moy have been. afraid to throw out. 
wlil sponsor the event. Decause Ihls Is Ihe firsl year < 
only the cllies will partlclpale, Komodlna sold. 
There probobly won'l be many partlclpanls. A 1 per. 
cent turnout Is considered good. Komadlna said. Champalgn-Urbona will be the Clrst illinoiS commu-
nity to have a household hazordous waste *dlverslon 
event; according to Christina Komadlna or the Slate 
Hazordous Waste Research and Information Center In 
Wearing coverall "moon suits· and brealhlng hel. 
mets, a crew Crom a· hazardous wosle dlsposol Clrm 
hired by the solid waste dlsposol assoclallon will loke 
the chemicals from resldenls at an undelermlned loco; 
tlon. They wlllt,ake the materials to a hazordous wasle: 
Savoy. . 
illinois has been slow to catch on to household haz-
ardous waste collection. '. disposal site.' '. 
Communities In Wisconsin, Michigan and 31 other 
states have regular household hazardous was Ie col· 
Residents will be notified before the collection what 
wastes will be accepled. Paint, pesticides. household 
cleaners, solvents ond eve,n some explosives are expec-, 
ted 10 be delivered 10 the slle, Komadlna sold. . 
lectlon programs, she sold. . 
The Intergovernmentol Solid Wllste Dlsposnl Assocln· 
tlon, representing Champolgn, Urbana and the county, 
old lead-based points ond oil-based 
paints. are considered hazardous 
because they nre poisonous and 
flammoble. 
Household pesticides and· herbi-
cides contain poisons that are as 
deadly to humans as they are to 
cockrooches and dandelions. 
"The best solutions for all these 
materials Is not 10 throw Ihem 
away, but to use them: Krayblll 
said. "And be a' smart shopper. 
"Don't buy a big can or something 
when a 1It1le con will do." 
ling. That's a fraction of the 322 
tons of household trash and gar-
bilge that county rcsldents dispose 
of In a dllY. 
Even so, the solid waste disposal 
association Is concerned Ihat as 
household chemical uses Increase, 
the Urbnna landfill or the new re-
glonallandflll could become a mix-
Ing bowl for potentially dangerous 
chelllical combinations. 
The fear Is that those chemicals 
might be ~ble to erode a landClII 
liner lind conlamlnate the ground-
- CHRIS SCHULTl 
waler below, said Dorllng. 
The assoclallon Is looking lor a 
collection locallon. said Darling. 
·We wanl 10 find somewhere thaI's 
good for traWc J;\ow and Is accessl· 
ble for everyone; he sold. 
Champalgn·Urbona·s collection 
program will probably be the first 
In illinois, and the cenler, which Is 
part of the illinoiS Department 01 
Energy' and Natural Resources, Is 
hoping to make It a demonstration 
program ror olhcr communilies. 
Komadlna sold. 
~.< So for, the small- amounts of 
household chemicals In locol land-
fills have not crealed any big heod-
aches, Darling said. 
"In IS years, we've have six occa· 
slons In which we've had explosive 
events (at the landfill)," sold Dar-
ling. None resulted In Injuries or 
fires. 
From: The Champaign~Urbana 
News-Gazette, June 1. 1987 
IN CHAMPAIGN COUNTY, It's estl· 
mated Ihat Ihere lire neorly 1,000 
pounds of household hazardous 
wosle produced every day, said Dar· 
HOUNDED by 
aOUSEHOLD 
HAZARDOUS 
WASTE? 
FIND IT ••• DISPOSE IT. • • SEPT. 13, 1987 
Yes! I plan to use the household ha2;ardous 
waste event to dispose of material from my 
household. I think I have 
------=-----~-------which is considered ha2;ardous. I may have as 
much as gal.flbs. 
Name _______________________________________ __ 
Address 
--------------------------------------
Coordinated by the: 
Solid Waste Office, City of Champaign 351-4443 
Card handed out at Farm Bureau tent, 
Champaign County Ftair, July 21-25, 1987 
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'I Uill~ ------------------------~ . ''''U no.' COIViMUNrrV RECYCLING CENTER jUIY·AugU$tt987 
Hazardous Collection Day: September 13th 
·,'ill.:J.t do VOll do \",itl1 thut almost 
(:lIIpty <].:lilon of paint you don't 
\-J~lI1t anymore? h'herc do you put 
your \'Iced killer container when 
the \,'eeds h.:lve been killed? 
The S.:l fest \-lay to dispose of 
tOKic or h.:lrmful house and gar-
,k,n \-J.:lstes is to bring them to 
C~.:lmpaign's Household Hazardous 
~nste Collection DRY, Sept. 13, 
H-5: at the CPI\I. 'I'his is the 
Ii j~S t kind of collection d.:lY 
~'\'01.· sponsored in Champaign-
urb~na so you m~y W.:lnt to check 
Y()Lll- bascr:lents clnc! garages for 
old supplies of h.:lzardous stuff 
you' va been reluctant to thrO\v 
.. ~\"i':'lV • 
'l'iw City of Champaign is 
ur"q,:mizinq this one-day event 
~In~l city staff \-Jill be public-
i :,:ilHJ more details la ter this 
slimmer. You can c<lll Sum 
Ch~ndler .:It 351-4443 if you 
h~1 VO q ues tion s. 
One thing is cert.:lin--to be 
:';llcccssflll, the event will 
need to bc generously staffed 
by volunteers. People <lre 
needed to hclp direct. people 
to the righ t. collection areas, 
collect info from customers 
i.luout the m.:lterials they arc 
bcill':ling, and to pul.Jlicizc tllC 
~vellt. In latc August, the 
<.:ity will be dist.ributing door 
h~ngers to loc<ll residences. 
I f you could put reminders on 
doors in a few blocks of your 
0\.11 neighborhood, you'll be 
.J~.:lrly appreciated! Again, 
call Sam for inform<ltion on 
volunteering. 
Hazardous Waste 
Conference in Illinois 
Il.:lZurdOU5 W<lste reduction will 
uC tho subject of a major two-
d.:lY conference to be held in 
Chi.::ago Sept. 22 and 23. 'I.'he 
COil tcrence is being sponsored 
b l' the lIa~clJ.-dous 1\'(1s to nc-
~i~!;Jrch ilnd In formation CC11tcr 
(II\~I~I C), .:l p~trt of the Illinois 
lJ,~p.:.trtmcnt of L';nergy and 
N;, tnrol ncsources. A-5 
The conference Vlill focus 
on what Illinoi~ industries 
and government are doing to 
reduce the amount of h.:lz.:lrd-
ous W<lstes r,>roduced at the 
source <lna <llso presen t an 
overview of \vaste reduction 
efforts n<ltionallv. Future 
\vaste reduction efforts thut 
both industry und qov0rnmcnt 
can pursue \vill .:llso be dis-
cussed. 
'I'he conference '.vill provide 
an opportunity to l0arn Wll.:tt 
Illinois industries are doing 
in waste reduction, according 
to IIWRIC Director Dr. Duvid L. 
Thomas . 
Cleaning Can Be a "Real Pain" 
Cleaning your horne, g<lr<lge, 
basement and yard is not 
everyone's idea of a fun time. 
I t can be s tren lIOUS, time-
consuming <In<.l even dilngerous. 
In many homes, ·small quantiti~s 
of such h<lzardous chemicals uS 
p<lint thinners, solvents, drain 
cleaners, garden and lawn pes-
ticides <lnd \vood s tuins tend to 
accumula te ove r time .. I f improp-
erly stored, these products iln~ 
many others m.:ly creute both 
poten tial fire hazards <lnd PO:3S-
ible health risks. 
Quantities of p<lint, 9aint 
thinner ,una wood st.:lins ara 
likely to be found in anyone' s 
home. Because these products 
are highly flammable, they nQ~d 
to be properly stored. 'l'hi:3 
usually me<lns sealing the con-
tLlincr after c.:lch use and not 
storing the product near h~~t 
or flame. 
Continued on Next Page 
Ag Features 
Syndicated article for Rantoul Press, 
Mahomet Citizen, Southern Champaign County 
Today (Villa Grove), and County Star (Tolono) 
for the week of August 24, 1987 
ILLINOIS' FIRST CHEMICAL CLEAN UP DAY SCHEDULED SEPTEMBER 
13TH 
By Dennis Riggs 
Champaign County Farm Bureau 
An historical opportunity will occur Sunday, september 13th, 
1987 when rural and urban residents of Champaign County will have 
the opportunity to remove chemical waste from their farms and 
homes. Any leftover chemical such as old pesticides, solvents or 
"stuff in an unmarked jug" will be accepted as the Inter-
Governmental Solid Waste Disposal Association (IS\vDA) sponsors a 
clean up day for Champaign County. 
The ISWDA along with the cities of Champaign, Urbana and 
Champaign County have received a substantial grant from Success-
ful Farming magazine to kick off this clean up event as a pilot 
project in the State of Illinois. A major purpose of the event 
will be to demonstrate the proper way to dispose of old pesti-
cides and other chemicals from farms and homes. The event 
carries with it the guarantee that any future liability for the 
disposal of the chemical materials will be held by the company 
who has been contracted to provide the di~posal service. The 
Company, GSX, Inc. of Greenbriar Tennessee is well respected in 
properly cleaning up and disposing of practically any chemical 
material. 
Successful Farming Senior Editor Richard Fee noted at a 
recent meeting with Farm Bureau leaders, "This is a golden . 
opportuni~y for farmers to get rid of these unwanted chemicals 
easily, legally and at no cost. We are encouraging farmers to 
bring in old leftover chemicals that have been gathering dust in 
the barn or machine shed for several years". 
As an extra incentive to farmers, the Monsanto Company of 
St. Louis Missouri is donating safety goggles to the first 500 
participating farmers. 
The City of Champaign is loaning its public works facility 
to be used as the collection sight. Specially trained volunteers 
and certified chemical experts will be on hand to assist everyone 
with chemical materials. Individuals will be able to bring 
approximately 30 gallons to the disposal day at absolutely no 
cost or obligation. Larger volumes will be accepted on Saturday, 
September 12th, however prior arrangements mus't be made with the 
Champaign Public Works Center and a fee will be charged. 
Once the chemicals are collected they will be stored in 
drums containing a lightweight, highly-absorbent material which 
will. soak up the chemicals which will prevent them from leaking 
A-6 
out. The drums will then be placed in containers lined with 
plastic, a tight clay, and a final layer a plastic. Final desti-
nation of the chemicals will be an authorized landfill facility 
in Tennessee. 
Farm Bureau feels that this is one opportunity that looks 
too good to be passed up by area farmers. It may be your best 
chance to rid your farm of some potentially dangerous materials 
while participating in an approved clean up program. A chance 
like this may not come again. 
A-7 
Chem£cal Clean Up Day -
September 13th 
Farmers of Champaign County will 
have a unique opportunity to properly 
dispose of unusued and unwanted 
chemicals during a Hazardous Waste 
Clean Up Day sponsored by the Inter-
Governmental Solid Waste Disposal 
Association. The event will take place on 
Sunday, September 13th, 1987 from 8:00 
a.m. until 5:00 p.m. at the City of Cham-
paign Public Works Center located at 702 
Edgebrook Drive, Champaign. 
All local residents arc invitea to proper-
ly dispose of materials that may have :lC-
cumul;;ted at your farm or in your home 
over the years. Old pesticides, herhicide!'. 
paint solvents, dc-greasers and a host of 
other farm and household chemicals can 
be brought to the public works center and 
disposed of free of charge. Residents who 
have large quantities of hazardous waste 
. (more than 220 pounds) should call ahead 
and make special arrangements with the 
disposal company. . 
A licensed hazardous waste disposal 
company, GSX, Inc. of Greenbriar, Ten-
nessee, will safely pack the material in 
secure containers to be legally and proper-
ly disposed in an EPA licensed facility. 
To participate in the project, you need 
only to put the materials in a box or 
preferably in the original container, pro-
perly pack them in your car or truck and 
drive to the Public Works Center that is 
located just off of Bloomington Road at 
the Interstate 74 and Prospect Avenue in-
terchange behind the K-Mart store. There 
is no need to get our of your vehicle when 
you get there. The service will be Mdrive 
through" with specially trained technicians 
waiting to unload the material from your 
Vl"hicle. 
There will be no charge or no strings at-
tached to the project. The only informa-
tion that is required is any background in-
formnrion you may have about the 
chemicals and what township in the coun-
ty they cnme from. 
Farm Bure:lu is especially thankful to 
the publishers of Succcs.lju[ Fanning 
magazine, the Meredith Corporation of 
Des Moines, Iowa for unclerwriting a 
substantial portion of this event. By their 
sponsorship, as well as the Inter-
Governmental Solid Waste Association of 
the City of Champaign, City of Urbana 
and Champaign County, this program 
will be able to provide an important ser-
vice to the residents of Champaign Coun-
ty. It is the first time that any such pro-
gram has been carried out in the State of 
llIinois. 
If you have further questions concerning 
the Hazardous Waste Dispos:lI Day, con-
tact the Champaign Public Works Center 
at 351-4443 or the Champaign County 
Farm Bureau at 352-5235. 
From: Champaign County Farm Bureau News, 
September 1987 
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HAZARDOUS WASTE RESEARCH AND INFORMATION CENTER 
1808 Woodfield Drive 
Savoy, Illinois 61874 
217/333-8940 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT: Sam Chandler 
351-4443 
If you throw your old paint, cleaning products, or 
pesticides into the garbage, you may be polluting the environment 
with hazardous wastes. But until now, there was no safe way to 
dispose of these materials. On September 13, Champaign County 
residents will have an opportunity to safely dispose of these and 
other unwanted hazardous materials they may have in their homes. 
Illinois' first "Household Hazardous waste Collection Drive" 
will be held on that day in the Champaign Public Works Center, 
702 Edgebrook Dr., from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. 
"Champaign County residents can bring their household 
hazardous wastes --such as old paint, automotive products and 
pesticides -- to a supervised collection site instead of 
throwing them in the garbage or pouring them down the drain 
where they could eventually leak into the ground water," Sam 
Chandler, Champaign Solid waste Coordinator, said. 
Hazardous waste from farms will also be collected in the day-
long event. 
The drive is being sponsored by the Champaign-Urbana 
Intergovernmental Solid waste Disposal Association and Succesful 
Farming Magazine. Successful Farming Magazine has donated $30,000 
to the program so that farm wastes may also be collected. The 
A-ll 
illinois Department of Energy and Natural Resources 
STATE WATER SURVEY DIVISION 
Illinois Hazardous waste Research and Information Center (HWRIC) 
is also assisting the cities with the collection program. 
Residents will bring their household hazardous waste to the 
collection site where employees from GSX Services, a Tennessee-
based licensed hazardous waste disposal firm, will remove the 
wastes directly from cars. The wastes will be identified, 
separated and packed into 55 gallon drums. After the collection 
drive, the wastes will be taken to a GSX's speciallY designed 
hazardous waste facility in Tennessee for disposal. 
Many people see hazardous waste as only an industry problem, 
but there is growing concern about the hazardous products thrown 
away by the average householder. 
Most garbage from households ends up in municipal landfills. 
But these landfills are usually not built to contain the 
hazardous wastes many people throw in the garbage. Once in the 
landfill, these hazardous chemicals can leach through the soil 
into ground water or run off into streams, rivers and lakes, 
where they can pollute drinking water resources. 
Because the federal and state governments do not have 
disposal restrictions or regulations for household hazardous 
waste, it is difficult to get accurate figures on how much there 
A-12 
is. However, it is estimated that each household generates up to 
6 1/2 gallons a year. 
"Garbage is something people don't like to think about or 
discuss," Christina Komadina, HWRIC Public Information Officer 
said. "We put it in bags and forget it -- out of sight, out of 
mind." 
This collection drive will provide a safe disposal solution 
for people who are concerned about the environment and who don't 
know what to do with their household hazardous materials. 
If you have old paint, pesticides, household cleaners or 
other household hazardous waste and would like more information 
on the collection drive, contact the Champaign Public Works 
Department at 351-4443. Farmers who have large quantities of 
wastes to dispose of should call a few days ahead of the drive 
so special arrangements can be made. 
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HAZARDOUS WASTE? 
i 
A-I5 Mailed Flyer (outside) 
Household Hazardous Waste 
On September 13, 1987 from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. the 
Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal Asso-
ciation will sponsor a household hazardous 
waste disposal event in the City of Champaign 
Public Works Center at 702 Edgebrook Drive. 
Residents who live in Champaign, Urbana, and 
Champaign County are invited to properly dis-
pose of household hazardous material that may 
have accumulated in the home over the years. 
Old pesticides, herbicides, paint solvents, de-
greasers and a host of other household chemicals 
(for a listing of typical household hazardous 
waste chemicals, call 351-4443) can be brought 
to the Public Works Center September 13, 
where, free of charge*, a licensed hazardous 
waste disposal company will safely pack the 
material in secure lab packs to be legally and 
properly disposed of in an EPA licensed facility. 
Please help us help you keep our environment 
free of hazardous materials. 
WHERE? Champaign Public Works Center 
WHEN? Sunday, September 13,1987-
8 a.m. to 5 p.m. 
HOW? It's easy ... put the materials in a 
box in the original container if 
possible, get in your car and drive 
to the Center. No need to get our of 
your car when you get there ... 
we'll have drive through service ... 
our technicians will be waiting to 
unload the material from your car. 
It will be fast and easy ... remem-
ber, this is one part of a program to 
help us solve our solid waste dis-
posal problems in Champaign 
County. 
*Residents who have larger quantities (more than 220 Ibs.) of waste 
should call ahead and make special arrangements with our disposal 
company. Call 351-4443. 
NOTICE 
Household Hazardous Waste! We Want It! 
September 13, 1987 
Our technicians are standing by ... 
drive up service, no need to get out of your car!!! 
It's FREE 
QUESTIONS?' . .. 
Ca11351-4443 
It's fast! One stop service! 
WHERE? 
The Champaign Public Works Center 
702 Edgebrook Drive 
WHEN? 
Sunday, September 13, 1987, 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. 
Sponsored by the Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal Association of the City of Champaign, City of Urbana, and Champaign County. Funded by 
the Association, and the Meredith Corporation of Des Moines, Iowa, publishers of Successful Farming. Licensed hazardous waste disposer under 
contract with the Association is GSX, Inc. of Greenbrier, Tennessee. 
Mailed Flyer (inside) 
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Household 
Hazardous Waste! 
We want it! 
September 13, 1987 
Our technicians are standing by . . . 
drive up service, 
no need to get out of your car!!! 
It's IFlliIEIE 
@l]JIE~1rilCQ)~~CP ••• 
Call 351·4443 
It's fast! One stop service! 
~®IT®~ 
The Champaign Public Works Center, 
702 Edgebrook Drive. 
~®IID~ 
Sunday, Sept. 13, 1987 
8 a.m. to 5 p.m. 
Sponsored by the Intergovernmental Solid Waste 
Disposal Association of the City of Champaign, City of 
Urbana, and Champaign County. Funded by the 
Association, and the Meredith Corporation of Des 
Moines, Iowa, publishers of Successful Farming. Licensed 
hazardous waste disposer under contract with the 
Association is GSX, Inc. of Greenbrier, Tennessee. 
A-I7 Doorhanger (front side) 
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I 
HOUSEHOLD 
HAZARDOUS WASTE 
On September 13, 1987 from 8 am to 5 pm the Intergovernmen-
tal Solid Waste Disposal Association will sponsor a household 
hazardous waste disposal event in the City of Champaign Public 
Works Center at 702 Edgebrook Drive. 
Residents who live in Champaign, Urbana, and Champaign 
County are invited to properly dispose of household hazardous 
material that may have accumulated in the home over the 
years. Old pesttcides, herbicides, paint solvents, degreasers and 
a host of other household chemicals (for a listing of typical 
household hazardous waste chemicals, call351-4443) can be 
brought to the Public Works Center September 13, where, free 
of charge*, a licensed hazardous waste disposal company will 
safely pack the material in secure lab packs to be Ie gaIly and 
properly disposed of in an EPA licensed facility. 
Please help us help you keep our environment free of hazardous 
materials. 
WHERE? 
WHEN? 
HOW? 
Champaign Public Works Center 
Sunday, September 13,1987 -8 am to 5 pm 
It's easy ... put the materials in a box in the 
original container if possible, get in your car and 
drive to the Center. No need to get out of your 
car when you get there ... we'I1 have drive 
through service ... our technicians wiIl be 
waiting to unload the material from your car. It 
will be fast and easy ... remember, this is one 
part of a program to help us solve our solid 
waste disposal problems in Champaign County. 
*Residents who have larger quantities (more than 220 Ibs) of waste should 
call ahead and make special arrangements with our disposal company. Call 
351-4443. 
Sponsored by the Intergovernmental Solid Waste 
Disposal Association of the City of Champaign, City of 
Urbana, and Champaign County. Funded by the 
Association, and the Meredith Corporation of Des 
Moines, Iowa, publishers of Successful Farming. Licensed 
hazardous waste disposer under contract with the 
Association is GSX, Inc. of Greenbrier, Tennessee. 
A-18 Doorhanger 
(back side) 
Waste board to hold collection drive 
by Cheryl Walcer th'el), get rid of all waste materials." said 
Sam Chandler, project manager at the 
Sunday will present the first opportun· Champaign Public Works Center. 
ity for area residents to dispose of any Chandler said he belie\'es the problem 
hazardous waste materials they may have. is "really that dangerous." 
around their houses. "It is important to contr91 and dispose 
Illinois' first "Household Hazardous of all of the waste materials. properly so 
Waste Collection Drive," sponsored by the that"we can keep the area clean." he said. 
Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal 1I-1ost household garbage ends up in 
Association, will be held for county resi· municipal landfills, the closest being the 
dents Sunday from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. at the Champaign·t:rbana Landfill. 1210 E. t:ni· 
City of Champaign Public Works Center, versity Ave .. Urbana, Chandler said. De· 
702 Edgebrook Drive, Champaign. sign standards for the landfill may have to 
The cleanup day provides an opportun· ,be changed to r~flect the needs of the com· 
ity for anybody with old household or farm munity if more people than expected turn 
chemicals such as paints or insecticides to out Sunday, although all materials col· 
dispose of them properly instead of pour· lected then will be disposed of by a licensed 
ing them down the drain where they can hazardous waste disposal company. GSX 
leak into the soil and pollute drinking wa- Services, of Greenbriar. Tenn. 
ter resources. Similar projects like this one were im-
The service is free, and depending on plemented in. Madison. Wis .• and Cedal' 
the results of the surveys completed: pro- Rapids. Iowa. Chandler said they consi-
jects like this will continue in the futUre. he dered them a success in terms of the num-
said. "We still need to find a way to effec-
ber of people who took ad\'antage of the 
opportunity. According to those results. he 
said he expects that the turnout here will 
be comparable because of a sun'ey con-
ducted this summer by a l"ni\'ersity pro-
fessor. 
Roland Liebert. research associate p:-o· 
iessor in the S"Jr\'ev Re~earch Lab. said he 
found in his sun'e~: that an estimated 5.~S2 
Champaign households are holding hazar· 
dous waste materials they no longer want 
to keep in their homes. 
A major goal of the project is to fina out 
from where all of the waste is coming and 
when it \\'as purchased. Chandler said. Re-
sidents who bring in. unwanted materials 
will ha\'e to fill out a sun'ey to pro\'ide this 
information. . 
To participate in the cleanup project. go 
to the Public Works Center located south-
east of the Interstate i~·Prospect A\-enue 
interchange behind the Champaign K-
Mart Discount Store. 
From: Daily Illini, 
September 11, 1987 
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Hazardous waste to be collected 
Residents urged to drop off questionable household chemicals 
By CHRIS SCHULTZ 
News-Gazette Starr Writer 
It's time to gather up those odd containers of 
questionable chemicals lurking in basements, 
sheds and barns_ 
On Sunday, the Intergovernmental Solid Waste 
Association will hold the first household hazard-
ous waste collection "event" in Illinois. 
The collection also will be open to members of 
the agricultural community_ The Meredith 
Corp., publisher of "Successful Farming" maga· 
zine, donated 530,000 to expand the collection 
event to include farmers. 
The collection will last from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. at 
the city of Champaign public works yard, 702 W_ 
Edgebrook Drive. Technicians from GSX Corp., a 
hazardous waste disposal company, will pick up 
tbe hazardous wastes, said Sam Chandler, Cham· 
paign solid waste disposal coordinator. 
Among likely candidates are oven cleaners, 
ammonia, antifreeze, transmission fluid, paint 
thinner, ant killer, swimming pool chemicals 
and flea powder. 
. "These things are great when used as intend· 
ed, but the problem develops when you have 
leftovers sitting around the house," said Chan· 
dler. "We want to find out the extent of the 
material out there and encourage people to dis· 
pose of it properly." 
Quantities in city homes may be small, but 
farmers who depend on powerful chemicals to 
kill insects and weeds often have larger 
amounts. 
"There always is something left in the bottom 
of the barrel, but it's hard to throwaway some· 
tbi~g you paid SSO a gallon for, so you save it," 
said Dennis Higgs of the Champaign County paint collection area for those who bring it. 
Farm Bureau, which advised its members about Household garbage isn't wanted either, but 
the program and will help out during the collec· there will be a place for that, too, said Chandler. 
tion Sunday. Explosives aren't welcome, either. 
"At my own farm, I've found some things I'm However, if someone absolutely has to bring 
not sure about," he said. "This way, I won't be some in, the Champaign Fire Department's haz-
endangering myself and my family, or any live- ardous waste reaction team will be there to han· 
stock." die it. 
GSX will dispose of them at its hazardous What may be uncomfortably common are 
waste disposal site in Tennessee. dioxin-based herbicides. Absolutely no one at 
The products should be kept in their original the collection site will handle the stuff, said 
containers if possible and placed in a cardboard Chandler. 
box in the car trunk or back of a pickup truck Banned by the federal government in the 
for easy handling at· the collection site, Chan· mid-1970s, the chemical was a part of the infa· 
dler said. mous Agent Orange herbicide. . 
If the~e's any question about what's in a con- Although the U.S. government is looking for a 
tainer, bring it, said Chandler. The GSX techni· site where dioxins can be stored, that's cold 
dans will analyze it for disposal. comfort to the farmer who wants to get rid of 
Participants will be routed through the main the pOison now. 
gate at the south entrance, said Chandler. Once "There is no place in the U.S. who will take it· 
their waste is collected, they will be directed to (for disposal)," said Chandler. "We're talking 
the Hagen Street exit. . about one of the most lethal compounds we 
Visitors who drive up to the gate will be know." 
stopped and asked to complete a short question· Those bringing their wastes to the site won't' 
naire developed by the Survey Research Labs of go away empty-handed, either. Monsanto and 
the University of Illinois. The surveys will be Dow chemical companies gave the ISWDA free 
collected before they leave the public works goggles, rubber gloves and plastic "booties" to 
grounds. be handed out to participants, Chandler said. 
The questionnaire will ask participants what Although castoff household chemicals are Ie-: 
they brought, what their attitudes are toward ga11y exempted as hazardous waste, there are· 
the environment and whether their c0l!lmunity products that contain chemicals considered dan· 
has a recycling program.. gerous to animals and humans. 
There are some materials that should not be The lSWDA planned the event to start remov· 
brought to the collection site, said Chandler. • ing some of these potentially hazardous materi· 
Latex paint is not hazardous. Organizers of the als before they reach the landfill shared by 
event don't want to see it, but there will be a Champaign, Urbana and the county. 
From: Champaign-Urbana 
News-Gazette, September 12, 1987 
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Members of the Intergovernmental Solid Waste Association leave 
the Chamoaian Dublie works facilitiAS at 702 W. Edaehrook Drive. 
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News.Gazette staH phOto 
after a meeting Friday. The group will sponsor a collection of 
household hazardous waste items on Sl!nday. 
From: 
Champaign-Urbana 
News-Gazette, 
September 12, 
1987 
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Hounded by Hazardous Wastes 
In YOUR Home? 
The answer is YES if y~u have unwanted 
Paint, Pesticides or other Hazardous Chemicals 
Bdng them to the.Champaign County Pack original containers 
in a sturdy box 
lined ~ith a plastic bag, . Household Hazardous Waste Collection 
·:Sunday,Sept.13, 1987 . t 
8 AM to 5 PM 
Champaign Public Works Center. 
702 Edgebrook Drive 
Champaign, Illinois 
N 
_a.1Ita 
Sponsored by the Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal Associa-
tion of the City of Champaign, City of Urbana, and Champaign 
County. Funded by the Association and the Meredith Corporation 
of Des Moines, Iowa, p~blishers of Successful Farming magazine. 
=:¥N 
Prospect Ave. 
~74 
Kenyon 
702 Edgebrook Dr. 
X 
Bring in.' 
Oi·bas~d paint 
Paint thinner 
Paint stripper 
. Pesticides 
Weed Killers 
Rcit Poison, etc. 
This as;paid for by: 
League of Women Voters of Champaign County 
II/ino;. ~p.r1ment of En"9Y lind N.rUf.' RlIsourceu 
~/~/C VJ,'AltN ;;,URVEY DIVISION 
Illinois Hazardous Waste Research 
& Information Center 
From: Champaign-Urbana News-Gazette, September 12, 1987 
Hazardous waste 
collection's haul 
surpasses plans 
By ANNE COOK tions about the waste they were 
News.Gazette Staff Writer dumping, then lined up at the pe· 
City and rural residents brought troleum products, latex paint and 
so much hazardous waste to Cham- other materials lines. 
paign's municipal garage Sunday "There's some nasty stuff out 
that sponsors of the collection pro- there," said Dave Thomas of Ur-
gram ran out of money by 11 a.m. bana's Hazardous Waste Informa-
and out of space by 1:30 p.m., three tion and Research Center, who was 
hours early. collecting oil in the petroleum 
"We started with a (dollar) con- products line. 
tract with the collection company, Thomas said volunteers inspect-
and by 11 a.m. we had come close to ing the cars were rejecting some of 
)::0 exceeding it," said Richard Larson, the chemicals, like Silvex, because 
I Champaign's public works director, they were contaminated with diox-
N who supervised activities at the Ed- ins, a carcinogen, and GSX could 
W gebrook Drive garage. not accept them. 
Larson and his Urbana counter-. "The government hasn't come up 
part, Jim Darling, quickly polled with any good way to dispose of it," 
members of the Intergovernmental he said. 
Solid Waste Disposal Association Bob Hoffswell drove his bright 
and came up with an extra S3O,OOO green 1949 Chevrolet truck through 
from "contingency funds" to pay to the ·other materials" line so 
GSX Services, Inc., based in Tennes- workers could unload several 
see, to remove two truckloads of drums of paint stripper. 
hazardous chemicals farmers and "I inherited it at a building I 
city dwellers had cleaned out of bought at Mahomet," said Hoff-
their garages, basements and sheds. swell, an electrical engineer at'the 
"It was a smashing success," Lar- University of Illinois. 
son said. "I hope we don't have to 
go any longer than a year before 
we can do it again: 
An estimated 25,000 pounds of 
chemicals were collected from 
about 350 households, "and we 
turned that many people away," 
Larson said. Officials first intended 
to load only one truckload of waste 
and originally set the total price tag 
at about SS5,OOO. 
A STEADY STREAM of cars lined 
up at the garage starting about 7 
8.m .. When the doors opened at 8 
a.m., drivers first answered ques-
HE DISPLAYED TWO cans of re-
jected dioxin-based chemicals, one 
a flea spray and one for wiping out 
web worms. 
"I've always been aware of the 
dangers of storing chemicals, but 
the problem is what to do with 
them," Hoffswell said. "I think it's a 
very good idea to hold a day like 
this periodically." 
Dennis and Molly Flesner, who 
followed Hoffswell through the 
line. dropped off cartons of old 
farm chemicals. 
"This stuff has been laying 
Monday Soptombor 14. 1987 THE CHAMPAIGN·URBANA NEWS·GAHTTE A·3 
Workers remove latex paint from a pickup as part of the hazardous 
waste collection program. The event Sunday brought in 25,000 
around the shed for 10 years and 
would probably still be there if we 
hadn't had this chance to get rid of 
it," said Flesner, who farms near 
Gifford. 
"We have a 2-year·old and a 6-
year·old, and chemic1.1s are II con-
stant worry," Molly Glesner added. 
Dennis Riggs. a Champaign Coun· 
ty Farm Bureau volunteer who 
helped unlond the chemicals, said 
he brought in loads from four 
neighboring Longvio!w area farms 
when he reported to work. 
"What's ironic is, all this stuff is 
coming in here, and a lot of it's 
going out the front door at K-Mart 
at the same time: Riggs said. "I 
guess responsible usage is the most 
important lesson we can learn 
here. You don't want to overbuy 
any chemical." 
GSX project manager Eric Pe-
gram said demand for hawrdous 
waste dispos1.1 lws grown ste1,dily 
since his company was founded in 
19i8. 
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pounds of chemicals, surpassing the space and money alloted for 
hauling them. 
Pegram said GSX cannot handle 
radioactive material, explosives, bi-
ological specimen~ or dioxin·based 
materials because it has no disposal 
outlets for them. 
Waste collected at Champaign 
will be hauled to a site in either 
South Cnrolina, Maryland. Arkan-
sas, Louisiana or Chicago, he said. 
D1Irling, head of Urbana's public 
works department, said the day 
gave area residents a chance to put 
~l)l1le personal effoft into clcnning 
up their own environment. 
"Everyone complains and criti-
cizes and tries to make environ-
ment protection someone else's 
job," he said. "This is something 
they can do themselves." 
"Also. everything we've collected 
here is one more thing that's not 
going into the local landfill. and 
maybe the aqUifer: said Larson. 
Both cities and Champaign Coun· 
ty helped pay for the pro;;ram. and 
Successful Farming magazine (on· 
tributed S.JO.noo so the collection 
(ollld include farm chemkals. 
Wednesday, September 16, 1987 The Daily lIIini Page 5 
Kevin Kelly The Dally IlIini 
Hazardous waste drums sit at the Champaign Public Works Center, 702 Edgebrook 
Drive. 
Sponsors laud public's effort 
to dispose of hazardous waste 
by Cheryl Walcer 
The "most successful hazardous wasle diversion 
event" in the United States took place last Sunday 
when county residents filled 175 55-gallon drums 
with waste materials, according to the sponsor of 
the project. 
The Intergovernmental Solid Waste Association 
sponsored the event, which was held at the Cham-
paign Public Works Center, 702 Edgebrook Drive, 
Champaign. 
The project was so successful that it had to shut 
down at 2 p.m. Sunday because of a lack of space for 
any more waste materials, according to Sam 
Chandler, Champaign Public Works Department 
spokesman. 
On average, each car brought in 30 to 40 pounds 
of hazardous waste materials, while other projects 
around the country have netted 5 to 10 pounds per 
car, Chandler said. 
He said the project received a lot of "exotic 
stuff" such as phenobarbital (a controlled drug), 
numerous solvents, paint thinners, Hartz Blockade 
A-24 
(a flea and tick spray that may be linked with caus-
ing violent reactions in pets) and more than two tons 
of DDT (dichlorodiphenyItrichloroethane). 
People who brought in dioxins, also known as 
agent orange, had to be turned 'away, however. 
Chandler said the.project could not take the mate-
rial because no safe way .to dispose of it exists. 
Chandler said 295 individual cars brought mate-
rials to the project, and even though the number of 
people who participated was less than expected, the 
poundage was more than they had anticipated. 
"Even thoUgh we had the most successful drive 
ever, we still only collected less than 1 percent of the 
known hazardous waste materials out there," 
Chandler said. "This is riot something that's going 
to go away." 
Because of the favorable turnout, Chandler ex-
pects more projects to take place in the area about 
every six months, provided they receive future 
funding. 
He said he feels the program helped to heighten 
public awareness and hopes consumers will buy 
fewer amounts of these types of materials. 
A-4 THE CHAMPAIGN·URBANA NEWS·GAZETTE 
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Hazardous waste 
event rates encore 
The community's household hazardous waste col-
lection day turned into such a success that organiz-
ers had to turn people away. . 
About 25,000 pounds of chemicals from some 350 
households were dropped off while another 350 
people were sent home with their hazardous waste. 
The event, which was supposed to last from 8 a.m. 
to 5 p.m., was called off at 1:30 p.m. when the 
collectors ran out of room. 
This kind of turnout indicates that a hazardous 
waste collection program is long overdue. Unfortu-
nately, budget constraints may prohibit the com-
munity from holdIng fllch a waste pickup any time 
soon. 
Getting rid of one truckload of waste costs 
$55,000. The community filled two trucks Sunday. A 
$30,000 grant from Successful Farming magazine 
helped cut those costs this time. 
The program, sponsored by the Intergovernmen-
tal Solid Waste Association, was billed as the first 
household hazardous waste collection event in Illi-
nois. 
Collection included oven cleaners: ammonia, an-
tifreeze and paint thinner. These are not the kind 
of things we'd like to see end up in the landfill. But 
chances are if residents have nowhere eiseto.put 
this hazardous waste, they'll just dump it in with 
the rest of the garbage and .it will end uP. in the 
landfill. . 
But since residents obviously indicated a willing-
ness to dispose of these chemicals safely, local 
government should do its part to see that they are 
given the chance. Government, no doubt, says fine, 
bur where will the money come from? Maybe from 
the very companies that manufacture thes~ dan-
gerous chemicals. 
Monsanto and Dow chemical companies donated 
goggles, rubber gloves and plastic booties to partic-
ipants. If the companies are willing to make this 
kind of donation, why not see if they would agree 
to donate funds for the collection. 
It may sound like a naive suggestion. After all, if 
the companies donate to Champaign-Urbana, why 
not to other communities? While that's true, it may 
just be that no other community ever asked before. 
The worst that could happen would be a "no" from 
the companies. 
Local service organizations shouldn't be over-
looked either. If local clubs can raise thousands of 
dollars for worldwide famine victims, then surely 
they can raise money to help protect· their own 
environment. 
The other alternative is to use local government 
funds for another collection. But the solid waste 
association already is on shaky ground with fund-
ing because of delays in opening a new landfill. 
It could be a year before the intergovernmental 
solid waste association can afford to hold another 
pickup. Let's not wait that long. The residents of' 
this community seem truly interested in careful 
waste disposal. Let's see that they can act on that 
interest through the help of companies that care. 
- N-G Editorial Board 
Hazardous Waste Clean Up 
A Huge Success 
!!:T:-:""'"""",'~~~"""""""'" " Gsx' _____ -
People starting arnvlng at 7:30 a.m., 
they had to be turned away by 1:30 p.m., 
in between a second semi-trailer had to be 
contracted to handle over 25,000 pounds 
of hazardous waste dropped off by over 
300 car:; and trucks thm passed through 
the Champaign Public Works Center. 
The event was the Rural/Urban Hazar-
dous Waste Clean Up Day held on Sun-
day, September 13th. The event wa$ 
scheduled to run from 8;00 a.m. until 5;00 
p.m., but due to the tremendous volume 
of materials brought in, officials had to 
dose the gates early. 
The program, which was the first of its 
kind conducted in the State of Illinois, was 
deemed a success by Sam Chandler, the 
City of Champaign's Coordinator of the 
event. "Pl'ople brought in everything frnm 
bags of old farm pesticides to cans of Oea 
spray. We had over three tons of DDT 
brought in. It was' simply mnazing the 
range of materials brought in," Chandler 
said. 
As residents drove through the 
building, the material was unloaded and 
separated by specially trained technicians 
' .• - <,. 
before being packed in secure containers 
that will be disposed of legally and proper-
ly in an EPA-licensed facility. 
(Continued on page 3) 
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Tom Wolfe is an Illinois Farm Bureau County 
Manager trainee currenlly working in the 
Champaign County office. Tom is a recent 
graduate of the University of Illinois in 
Agriculture Communications. 
From: Champaign County Farm Bureau News, 
October 1987 
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HazardoUS Waste Clean Up (Continuedfrompilgo 1) 
GSX, Inc. ofGreenbriaf, Tennessee, the 
licensed hazardous waste disposal com-
pany contracted for this job, spent nearly 
two days packing the material. 
The Farm Bureau is especially grateful to 
the publishers of Successful Fanning 
magazine and the Meredith Corporation 
of Des Moines, Iowa for underwriting a 
substantial portion of this event. By their 
sponsorship as well as the Inter-
Governmental Solid Waste Disposal 
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Association of the City of Champ::lign, 
the City of Urb~n3 and Champaign 
County, this program provided a obvious-
ly much-needed service to the residents of 
Champaign County. 
We would like the farmers of Cham-
paign County, who participated in the 
event, to contact the Champaign COUnty 
Farm Bureau at 352-5235, to share your 
views and ideas. 
October J 9117 Illinois Resources page 7 
Illinois holds its first drive to collect hazardous waste 
Illinois' first hazardous waste collec-
tion urivl! was an oVl!rwhdming SUCCI!SS. 
An estimaled 2S ,000 pounds of 
hazaruous waSh!s from Champaign 
County homl!s and farms were brought to 
the Chall1p~lign collection site withi~ five 
~tnd one-half hours. The response was so 
great that the collection efforts were forced 
to stop three anu onl!-half hours early be-
cause the disposer's barrels and trucks had 
been filled to capacity. 
The collection was sponsored by the 
Challlpaign- U rhana Intergovernml!ntal 
Soliu Wast.: Disposal Association. A 
$JO,OOO grant from lvll!redith Corpora-
tion, puhlish.:rs of Successlilf Farming 
lllagazi nl!, I!nabl<!d county farms to bl! in-
l'llIlkd in the colll!ction drive. 
\Vastl!s ranging from cOlllmon hous.:-
hold products, such as drain opl!nl!rs, ()\'I!n 
cleanl!rs. varnish, and oil-based paints. to 
largl! quantitii!s of hann.:d p.:sticidl!s from 
farms wer.: turned in by residents. Em-
ploYl!l!s from GSX. a T.:nnessl!e-based 
hazardous waste disposer. removed the 
wastl!s from the incoming vehicles and 
sort.:d and prepared the hazardous sub-
stances for disposal. 
"This collection drive proved there are 
larg.: amounts of fairly toxic materials out 
thl!re that could I!nd up in municipal land-
Ethanol continued 
injectors are capable of being more pre-
cisely controlled. A microprocessor con-
trolled the amount of alcohol injected, al-
lowing the engine to use the maximum 
amount of alcohol without misfiring or 
causing damaging knock. 
Dynamollletl!r tests of the engine 
showed that up to 35 percent of the di'Csel 
fud could be replacl!d by ethanol at full 
loads. and as much as ')0 percent could 
be replaced at idle. Wl!t I!thanol as low as 
100 proof proved to he marginally more 
dTicil!nt than 200 proof I!!hanol. an impor-
tant result since wet ethanol is less expen-
sive than uiesel fuel and much cheaper 
than 200 proof ethanol. Tests conducted 
with methanol showed substantially less 
satisfactory performance. 
The result is a system that can he ret-
rofitted to. or supplied as a factory option 
on, existing diesd engines. The system is 
adaptable to different engines and fuel 
combinations hy reprogramming the 
microprocessor. 
Further study of this system is continu-
ing. Dr. Carroll Goering of the univer-
sity's agricllitllml cnginccring dcpllrll11cnl 
fills or be dumped in fields or along road-
sides," said David L. Thomas. director of 
ENR's Hazardous Waste Research and In-
formation Center (HWRIC), located near 
Champaign in Savoy. 
"Wastes containing dioxins, ex-
tremely toxic substances used in 'agent 
orange,' are good examples," said 
Thomas. "We began keeping track of 
dioxin-contaminated wastes when the col-
Pholo by Linnea Eschenlohr, HWRIC 
A GSX elllploY('e prepares a barrd of l/(ms('lIold 
/w:art/olls I\'(/SIL' at tht' ('o/h'clioll sill' for shipmenl 
to" disposal facility. 
is transferring the system from the labora-
tory to a heavily instrumented Interna-
tional Harvester tractor for on-the-farm 
field testing to be conducted this fall. Fu-
ture plans include testing the system on 
city buses and on over-the-road tnlcks. 
Savage and White continue to study 
the interaction of ethanol and diesel during 
combustion in the laboratory engine to de-
termine how damaging knock occurs. 
They hope to be able to reducl! the occur-
rence of this type of knock hy controlling 
the ethanol proof and the intake air temper-
ature. 
Savage is also developing a method to 
produce a synthetic diesel fuel by combin-
ing ethanol with vegetable oils. The veg-
etable oils are thermally cracked in a high-
temperature distillation system. then con-
verted with ammonia and wet ethanol to 
form a hydrocarbon "soap" that has 
characteristics similar to diesel fuel. The 
synthetic fuel has performed well during 
tests in small one-cylinder laboratory 
diesel engines. Refinements of the chem-
ical production process and tests in larger 
engincs lire plllnncd ror Ihe rUlure.),"c 
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lection began at 1\:00 a.m. We estimated 
that 43 gallons were brought in. One pl!r-
son alone had 1 S gallons of a pesticide 
containing dioxins. A lot of Silvex and 
·Weed-B-Gon®.· both of which contain 
dioxins, showed up from homes and 
farms. 
"Unfortunately, there is no legal 
means of disposing of dioxins at this time, 
and the disposer did not have a permit to 
collect it. There was no choice but to care-
fully wrap the containers in plastic and 
return them to their owners with instruc-
tions to store them until re!!ulations allow 
for collection of dioxins.'" 
The banned pesticide DDT was also 
collected in fairly large quantities. Some 
I ,600 pounds were collccted from a han\.;-
nlpt farm the day before the c(lll':ction 
drive. One farmer hrought in a 55-gallon 
dnlln half-filled with the chemical. The 
GSX employees disposcd of all or the col-
lected DDT. 
In conjunction with the Champaign 
County collection drive, HWR IC spon-
sored a three-part survey of Challlpaign-
Urbana area residents. The survey re-
search laboratory of the University of il-
linois at Urbana is conducting the survey. 
A precollection random telephone survey 
assessed the puhlic's knowledge about 
household hazardous wastes before the 
publicity and education program for the 
collection drive began. A questionnaire 
handed out at the site during the collection 
asked participants what wastes they had. 
how they heard about the collection. and 
their opinion about the program in general. 
A postcollection telephone survey of resi-
dents' awareness and knowll!dge ofhousl!-
hold hazardous wastes will help assess the 
effectiveness of the education and public-
ity associated with the drive. 
This first Illinois collection undl!r-
scores the need for puhl ic educat ion ahout 
hazardous products cOlllnHlIlly found 
around the house and for information on 
less harmful alternatives. By purchasing 
fewer harmful products. making wiser usc 
of those we deem essential, and using 
good consumer sense. we can all help cut 
down on the amount of hazardous wastes 
entering the environment. This requires 
reading the labels, substituting nonhazaru-
ous products for hazardous ones. and buy-
ing only the quantities needed to get the 
job done. 
For a free poster detailing common 
household hazardous substances, disposal 
suggestions, and alternative products. call 
HWRIC at (2 I 7) 333-&940. ';,'( 
People's forum: Letters to the editor 
Hazardous waste event 
raises public awareness 
To the Editor: 
We at the Hazardous Waste Research and 
Information Center appreciated your edito-
rial "Hazardous waste event rates encore" 
(Sept. 23) and want to share insights from 
our l8-month-Iong experience with encour-
aging household hazardous waste collec-
tion programs statewide and our involve-
ment in the local drive. 
In November 1986 we sponsored a state-
wide round-table forum (including an In-
tergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal Asso-
ciation member) to discuss how interested 
communities can develop programs. Subse-
quently, it was through our contacts with 
Successful Farming magazine that Mere-
dith Corp. donated $30,000 to the associa-
tion, which enabled it to include county 
farm waste in our local drive. 
We have also helped state legislators de-
velop an household hazardous waste collec-
tion bill (HB 1667) sponsored by Rep. Bres-
lin (O-75th Dist.) and Sen. Holmberg (D-34 
Dist.) , which creates a yearly grant pro-
gram of $500,000 for local collection drives. 
The bill unanimously passed both houses 
but was vetoed this month. An override is 
possible in the fall veto session, and those 
wishing to support it should write their 
local representative. State support is neces-
sary for a truly successful program. 
These drives remove toxic materials 
from homes and farms, divert them from 
landfills and also increase public knowl-
edge about the chemicals we use daily. 
Through increased awareness we may 
eventually use fewer toxic products and 
more wisely use those we deem necessary. 
We have funded a $30,000 survey conduct-
~d by the University of Illinois Survey Re-
search Laboratory to assess the educational 
impact of the local collection drive. 
Pre- and post-collection drive surveys are 
helping us determine the educational bene-
fits of these drives and how best to reach 
the public with information. 
Our organization is a part of the Illinois 
Department of Energy and Natural "Re-
sources and is administered locally by the 
State Water Survey. 
Savoy 
DA VID THOMAS 
Hazardous Waste Research 
and Information Center 
From: Champaign-Urbana News-Gazette, 
October 8, 1937 
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Wastecollection.drew farm materials best 
By CHRIS SCHULTZ 
News-Gazette Staff Writer 
Champaign County's collection of 
household hazardous waste last 
,September attracted those who 
,.needed it most, according to a Uni· 
versity of Illinois survey. 
,·We were selectively getting 
those who had a lot to get rid of," 
.Roland Liebert told the board of 
the Intergovernmental Solid Waste 
Pisposal Association Wednesday. 
i Liebert, of the University of Illi-
nois Survey Research LaboratorY, 
directed a three· part survey to mea· 
sure the success of the Sept. 13 haz-
ardous waste collection, which was 
the first of its kind in Illinois: 
The association and the state Haz-
ardous Waste Research and Infor-
mation tenter requested the sur-
vey. 
Surveys were taken in July, dur-
lng the collection and shortly after, ardous wastes in the country. If the collection had not taken 
to measure its success. ' 'The volume of farm hazardous place, the survey said, 1,232 of those 
Wednesday's report was from the waste also was unexpected. containers would have been dis· 
July and September surveys, Lie· "Farmers brought more than posed of in other ways - including 
bert said. Results from the final twice of what they said they want- being thrown in the garbage, bur· 
sUrvey won't be ready for another ed to get rid of in July," said Lie· ied or poured into a sewer or on the 
month. bert. . ground. The rest would have con-
Slightly less than 1 percent of the Sponsored by the disposal associa· tinued to be stored. 
city dwellers turned over their haz- tion and Successful Farming maga· . The waste came from 262 Cham· 
ardous waste for collection, said zine, the event drew 261 vehicles paign·Urbana households and 94 
Liebert. That's average compared to bearing 24,629 pounds of hard·to- farms from throughout the county, 
other hazardous waste collections dispose·of wastes in 3,338 contain· said Liebert. 
in other parts of the couritry, he ers. ' : . Although the event was supposed 
said. But that 1 percent brought in Pesticides and herbicides made to cost S55,OOO and run from 8 a.m. 
about one-third of the number or' up nearly half of the waste by to 5 p.m., the response was so great 
containers of hazardous waste peo-. weight.. '. .. '.' . . that another S30,OOO had to be 
pIe said they wanted to dispose of The containers were collected at. rounded up from contingency 
in July, said Liebert. Champaign's public works garage 'funds in the early afternoon to 
What was "outstanding" was that where a professional hazardous . keep the doors open. Even then. 
more than 5 percent of the farms in waste disposal company, GSX Corp., collections stopped at 1:30 p.m. be· 
the county· sent hazardous wastes packed the materials and took them 'cause there was no more room for 
in for disposal, Liebert said. This to Tennessee for recycling or incin· the waste being brought in, the sur· 
was the first collection of farm haz· eration. vey report said. 
Hazardous Products: 
Making Your Home Safer 
Suggestions for buying, using, storing and disposing 
of hazardous household products 
Produced by the Illinois Hazardous Waste Research and Information Center 
1808 Woodfield Dr., Savoy, IL 61874 
IlllnoI.~loIE_.nd-R_n:H 
STATE WATER SURVEY DIVISION 
September, 1957 
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HAZARDOUS PRODUCTS IN THE HOME 
Many of us use and store potentially hazardous products in our homes. Improper 
use, storage or disposal of these materials can harm our families, our pets and the 
environment. 
This pamphlet provides suggestions and precautions to keep in mind when buying, 
using, storing and disposing of hazardous products. 
DO YOU HA VE HAZARDOUS PRODUCTS IN YOUR HOME? 
The answer is yes if you have any of the following: 
aerosols 
air fresheners and deodorizers 
carpet shampoos 
ceramic tile cleaners 
oven cleaner 
disinf ectan ts 
ceramic tile cleaners 
drain cleaners 
floor wax and strippers 
furniture polish 
mothballs 
oven cleaners 
sil ver cleaners 
spot removers 
toilet bowl cleaners 
window cleaners 
paint 
paint strippers 
adhesives 
turpentine 
varnishes 
lacquers 
pest and weed killers 
spot removers 
anti-freeze 
gasoline 
motor oil 
(There are many other commonly used hazardous products.) 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I I 
I I 
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HOW ARE THESE PRODUCTS HARMFUL? 
Most hazardous products fall into one of four categories: they are either reactive. 
corrosive, ignitable or toxic. Some fall into more than one category. 
Reactive: 
Corrosive: 
Compounds that are unstable and react with water, air or other substances. 
For example, these substances can cause explosions or create poisonous gases 
when combined. 
~~T2V£ 
-t-\O\J5EHOLD PROO\)CTS 
Substances that can eat away by chemical means living tissue or inanimate 
objects. Corrodes steel at a rate of more than 1/4 in. per year. 
1-\ 0 USE. \-10 L-D 
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Ignitable: 
Toxic: 
Substances that can pose a fire hazard during routine use. Gasoline, for 
example. 
l-\oU5~HOLO 
Substances that can damage living organisms or their offspring. This 
includes harming plants, humans and other animals. 
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HOW TO MAKE YOUR HOME SAFER & PROTECT THE ENVIRONMENT 
1. Use Good Consumer Sense 
Think about the job you will be doing. 
Buy only the quantity you need to- get the job done. 
Read labels and buy the least hazardous product that will do the job. 
When trying a new product, buy a small quantity; you may not like it, or it may not 
work. 
2. Read the Label Instructions and Follow Them 
What use is the product intended for? What is in it? Are there warnings or 
storage instructions -- "flammable," or "store out of reach of children"? How should 
you apply it? Should you use protective equipment, such as goggles or rubber 
gloves? Does the product have an expiration date? It's a good idea to read the label 
BEFORE you buy the product. 
3. Keep Products in their Original Containers 
All precautions and instructions should be on the label. If the container is damaged 
and you must use another, carefully remove the label from the original container 
and attach it securely to the new one. Never put a poisonous substance in a 
container in which it could be mistaken for food. Putting paint thinner in a Coke 
bottle could prove fatal. 
4. Do Not Overuse Products 
All products have an optimum application level; using more will be 
counter-productive. For instance, using too much detergent can leave your laundry 
dingy from residues. 
5. Clean Up Thoroughly After Using 
Be sure containers are securely closed. Dispose of or clean up equipment and 
supplies according to the directions on the package. Wipe up any splatters or spills. 
Store leftovers according to label instructions. Wash up carefully. 
6. Use in Well-Ventilated Area 
A room with one window open a crack is not well ventilated. When using strong 
and volatile chemicals. such as solvents. paints and varnishes. open as many 
windows as possible and use an exhaust fan. If at all possible. use products such as 
paint stripper outside. 
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7. Do Not Mix Chemicals 
Don't mix different kinds of products. NeYer mix chlorine bleach and ammonia. 
Mixing them will create a poisonous gas that can cause permanent lung damage or 
even death. Many cleaning products contain one of these two potentially deadly 
agents. 
Use two products together only when specifically instructed on the label. 
8. AYoid Aerosols if Possible 
If a product is hazardous, this method of delivery makes it even more so. It is 
difficult to control where an aerosol spray goes. The product breaks into tiny 
particles that are easily inhaled. Consider: oven cleaner can dissolve acrylic sink 
faucets; what will it do to your lungs? Spray cans may explode when heated or 
compressed. The container is never empty, even when the propellant is gone. Some 
propellants are flammable. 
9. If it Makes You Sick, Don't Use it 
Some people are especially sensitive to chemicals. If you get sick or dizzy while 
using a product, stop using it. 
10. If You are Pregnant, AYoid Chemical Exposure as Much as Possible 
Most chemicals in household products have not been tested for effects on unborn 
babies. Don't take chances with your baby's health! 
11. Recycle When Possible 
If a product is still usable, give it to someone who can use it. Recycle used motor 
oil. In Champaign County call the Community Recycling Center (217)351-4495. 
Trade in used automotive batteries. 
12. Dispose of Proflucts Properly 
Read the label directions carefully. Be sure discarded containers have no hazardous 
residue in them. Very toxic material, such as pesticides or solvents, should be saved 
for a household hazardous waste collection. Do not throw aerosol cans in a fire or 
put them in a trash compactor. Plastics should never be burned. 
13. Keep These Poison Control Numbers Handy 
IN CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN ILLINOIS 1-800-252-2022 
IN CHICAGO AREA, ILLINOIS 1-800-942-5969 
IN NORTH AND NORTH CENTRAL ILLINOIS 1-800-322-5330 
The antidote information on the product label. may not be accurate. Remember, 
you can be poisoned not only by eating or drinking something toxic, but also by 
breathing or touching certain substances. The Poison Control Center keeps up-to-
date information that your physician may not have. 
14. For a free poster detailing the hazards of specific products, disposal options and 
alternative products call the Illinois Hazardous Waste Research & Information Center 
(217) 333-8940. 
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Locust at 17th" Des Moines, Iowa 50336 CD 515-284-3000 
September 13, 1987 
Champaign County Farmers, 
We're glad you were able to participate in the first 
collection event ever held in Illinois, and one of only a 
handful in the whole country that have accepted materials 
from farms. 
We would like to know what you think of this event. Was it a 
good idea? Should more be held? Do you think leftover 
chemicals are a problem on farms? Drop us a line with your 
thoughts on this event. 
The safety items you received today were donated by several 
companies that wanted to lend their support to today's 
event. 
Monsanto Agricultural Co. provided safety goggles to protect 
your eyes when handling farm chemicals. 
Durafab, Inc. sent the polyethylene-coated Tyvek coveralls 
to wear when handling chemicals. 
Snyder Industries furnished the test kits designed to easily 
detect stress cracks in poly tanks. 
Nationwide Glove Mfg. Co. provided the nitrile gloves for 
handling agricultural chemicals. 
Sincerely, 
Rich Fee 
Crops and Soils Editor 
Handout at Collection Event 
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CHEMICAL HAZARDS IN THE GARAGE AND WORKSHOP 
Product 
Aerosols 
Asphalt roofing compound 
Auto: antifreeze 
Auto: batteries 
Auto: degreasera 
Auto: motor 011 & 
transmlsalon fluid 
Auto: waxes & pollshea 
Lacquer & lacquer thinner 
Paint strippers, thinners, & 
other solvents 
Paints, oll-based, & 
varnishes 
Pestlcldea", herblcldea, 
fungicides, slugbalt, rodent 
polson, wood preaervatlves 
Possible Hazards Disposal Suggestions 
When sprayed, contents are Put only empty cans in trash. 
broken Into particles small enough 
to be InhBled. Do not born. 
Cans may explode or bum, 
Eye irritant. 
Fumes moderately toxic. 
Toxicity3' 
Very poisonous. 
Has sweetlesls - attractive to 
small children & pots. 
Toxicity 3-4' 
Contain strong acid. 
Very corrosN8. 
Danger to eyes & skin. 
ComlsIvo. 
Poisonous. 
Eye & skin irritant. 
ToKicity2-4' 
00 not place in trash 
compactor. 
Use up according to label 
inslructtons or give away. 
Amounts ot lesslhan 1 
gallon pour down sink with 
plenty of waler. 00 not 
do this H you have a septic 
tank. Put in a secure con· 
tainer & take to a garage 
or service station. 
Rocyclo. 
Use up acco<ding to label 
instructions. 
Poisonous. Recycte .. 
May be contaminated with leed. 
Skin & eye irritant. 
Fumes irritating to eyes. Use up according to label 
Harmful H swallowed Instructions or give away. 
Eye & skin Irritant. 
Extremely f1anvnable. 
Very poisonous. 
T .. lcity4· 
Many are fJarnmabla. 
Eye & skin irritant. 
Moderately to very poisonous. 
ToJdcity3-4' 
Flanvnable. 
Eye & SkIn Irntant .. - • 
Usa in smaH. closed area may 
cause unconsdousness. 
Use up acco<ding to label 
InslrucUons or save for 
hazardous waste collection day. 
Let settle. pour off cleaner 
for ~e. Pour sludge into 
container & seal. or wrap well 
In newspaper & throw in trash. 
Use up according to label 
instructtons or save for 
hazardous waste collection day. 
Use up according to label 
Instructtons Of eave for 
hazardous waste collection day. 
All"", dangerous to some degree. Usa up carefully. following 
can cause centralnarvous system label instructions. 
damage. kidney & liver damage. 
bkth defects. Internal Save fOt' hazardous waste 
b~,eyelnjury. coItec1londay. 
Some are reed/Iy absorbed 
through the skin. 
ToKicity3-8' 
·-Some pesticides have been banned or restricted. These pesticides should be carefully stored and saved 
for a hazardoUs waste collection dav. A partiallisl ollhese products IQtkJws: 
Aldrin. Amitraz. Ar8enIc Trioxide. Benomyt. BHC. Blthlonol. ChloranH. Chlordane. Chlorobenzilete. Copper 
Arsenate. DBCP. DDD(TDE). DDT. Dlallata. Dieldrin. DImothoate. EDB. Endrin. EPN. Fiourocetamide. 
Haptachlor. K""""". Lindana. Mercury. Mlrex. OMPA. Parathion. Polychlorinated 
Biphenyls. Phenarzine Chloride. Pronamlde. Safrote. Silvax. Sodium Arsenite. Sodium Cyanide. 
Sodium Flouroacetate, Strabane. Strychnlna. Thallium Sulfate. TOK. Toxaphene. Trifluralln. Vinyl 
Chloride. 
'General Toxicity Rating 
1 2 3 4 
Almo.l SllghOy _!ely Very 
Non-Toxic ToJdc Toxic Toxic 
Precautions and Substitutes 
Store in cool place. 
Propellant may be flammable. 
Instead: use non-aerosol products. 
NO substitutes. 
Do nol use indoors. 
No substilutes. 
Clean up any leaks or spills caretulty. 
No substilules. 
Trade In old batteries. 
Choose slrong delergent Iypo over solvent type. 
No substitutes. 
Use outside. 
Ventilate area very well. 
00 not use in room With pifot light. open flame. electnc 
motors. spark-generatlng equipment. etc. 
DO NOT SMOKE WHILE USING. 
Avoid aerosols. 
Buy only as much as you need. 
Ventilate area well. 
00 not use near open flame. 
Instead of paint stripper: sand or use heat gun. 
Use waler clean-up proctucts as much as possible. 
Ventilate area well. 
00 not use near open flame. 
May take weeks lor fumes to go away. 
Instead: use water·based paints if possible. 
Do not boy more than yoo need. 
Insteed: try hand-picking. mechanical cuhivatlon. 
natural predators. 
Practice good sanitation. 
Choose hardy varieties. 
Use Insect fures & traps. 
As a last resort. use taastlolCic suitable pestk:ides. 
5 S 
Extremely Super 
TOllc Toxic 
L_IDoM M ..... th.n 1 Pint IOu_to 1 TeHpoon 7 Dropa to ..... n.n !GrIllO'" 
Adult lOuart to 1 au..t 
FOt' more information: 
Hazardous Waste R .. earch and Inlonnatlon Center 1·217·333-8940 
illinois Polson Control Center 1-800-252-2022 
IUInois AnImal Polson Information Center 1-217·333-3611 
For information about recycling motor oil In Champaign County: 
CommunIty RecyclIng Center 1-217-351-4495 
------_ .. ...." ......... --.. 
$rATf WArf,. $UIfVfY DIVII;ON 
1 PInt 
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Poster (photoreduced copy) 
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CHEMICAL HAZARDS IN THE HOME 
Product Possible Hazards Disposal Suggestions 
Aerosols When sprayed, contents are Put only empty cans in trash. 
broken into particfes small enough 00 not bum. 
Cans may explode or bum. 
to be inhaled. 00 not place in trash compactor. 
Ballerles: mercury bullon type SWAllowing one may Ile lalal if 
illeaks. 
Throw in trash. 
Bleach: chlorine 
Detergent cleaners 
ToxlcityS' 
Fumes irritate eyes. Use up according to label 
Corrosive to eyes & skin. instructions. 
Poisonous if swaUowed. 
Toxicity 3' 
All are corrosive to some degree. Use up according 10 la~ 
Eye irritant instructions or give away. 
Precautions and Substitutes 
Store In cool place. 
Propellant may be flammable. 
Instead: use non-aerosol products. 
No substitutes. 
NEVER MIX WITH AMMONIA' 
Instead: use BoraK, non-chlorm8 bleach. sunlight. 
lemon juice. 
Instead: use the mildest product surtable tor 
your needs. 
Toxictty varies. 
Toxlcity2-f' 
Maybediluled & washed down sink. Uquid dishwashing detergent is mildest. laundry 
detergent is moderate. aulomalicdlshwasher detergent 
is harshest. 
Disinfectants 
Drain cleaners 
Flea powders, sprays & 
shampoos 
Insect and pest sprays 
Eye & skin irrilant. 
Fumes irritaling, 
PoIlIOI1OU8 d swallowad. 
Toxlcity3-f' 
Very corrosive. 
May be lalal if swallowed. 
Contact with eyes can cause 
blindness. 
Moderately to very poisonous. 
Toxlcity2-f' 
Use up according 10 label 
instructions or dilute & pour down 
sink. 
Use up according 10 label 
instructk:tns. 
Use up or save tor hazardous 
waste collection day. 
All Bre poisonous. some Use very carefully & according to 
eICtremety so. labet instrucbons. 
May cause damage to kidneys. Save lor hazardous waste 
liver. or central nervous system. collectton day. 
Toxicity varies f,om produclto 
product. 
Medicines: unneeded or expired Frequenlly cause child poisonings. Flush down sink or loilel. 
Metal polishes 
Mothbalis 
Oven cleaner 
Toilet bowl cleaner 
Window cleaner 
Wood cleaners, polishes, 
& waxes 
1 
AI_I 
Non-Toxlc 
Lelhal_ 
May be flammable. 
Mildly 10 veIY poisonous. 
Toxicity 2-4' 
Use up according to la~ 
instructions or give away. 
Some are flammable. Use up according to label 
Eye & skin Irritant. poisonous. may Instructions or give away. 
cause anemia in some Individuals. 
Corrosive. 
Very hannfullf swallowed. 
Irritating vapors. 
Can cause eye damage. 
Toxicity 2-4' 
Corrosive. 
May be falal jf swallowed. 
ToJticlty3-4· 
Vapor may be irritating. 
Slighlly poisonous. 
Toxicity 2' 
Fumes irritating (0 eyes. 
Product harmful H swallowed. 
Eye & skin irritant. 
Petroleum types are nammable. 
Use up according to label 
InstructKx'1s or give away. 
Save for hazardous wasta 
collecllon day. 
Use up according to label 
instruction, or wash down the sink 
or taitel with loiS of waler. 
Use up according to label 
instructtons or give away. 
Use up according 10 label 
instructions or save for hazardous 
waste collection day. 
·General Toxicity Rating 
2 3 4 
Slightly ~"Iy very 
Toxic Toxic Toxic 
Some may contain bteach. others ammonia-
DO NOT MIX! 
Instead: use detergent cleaners whenever possible. 
Prevention best: keep sink strainers in good condilion. 
Instead: use plunger. plumber's snake, vinegar & 
baking soda lollowed by boiling WaIOf. 
DO NOT USE DOG PRODUCTS ON CATS. 
Vacuum house regu~rty & thofoughly. 
Launder pet bedding frequently. 
Instead: do not aUract insects: 
keep all food securely covered. 
practice good sanitation in kitchen & bathrooms. 
remove trash every night. 
Check conlent of medicine chest regularty. Old 
medications may lose their eHectiveness. but nol 
necessarily IheirloICicily. 
Use only in wetl-ventilated area. 
Instead: subslitute vinegar & salt or use baking soda on 
damp sponqe. 
00 not use in livmg areas. 
Air out dothing and other items before use. 
Clean items before storage. 
Instead: usa cedar shavings or aromatic herbs. 
Do not use aerosofs. which can expfode and are 
diffictJlllo conlrol. 
Inslead: use paste. Or heat oven to 200 degrees. tum 
off. leave small dishof ammonia in oven over night. then 
wipe oven wrth damp cloth and baking soda. 00 not pm 
baking soda on healing elements. 
Ventilate room. 
InSlead: use ordinary cleanser or detergent and baking 
soda. 
Ventilate room. 
Instead: spray on vinegar. then wipe dry with 
newsprint. 
00 not use aerosols. 
Use only in well·ventilated areas. 
Instead: use lemon oil or beeswax. 
5 
exlremely 
Toxic 
6 
Super 
Toxic 
10"IOIb, Morelhon I PIn! 10U_IO IT""_ 7 Oropa to L ••• th.n 
A_ laulrt 1010U1rt 
For more informalion: 
Hazardous Waste Research and Information Center '-217-333·8940 
Illinois Polson Conlrol Conler 1-600-252-2022 
Illinois Animal Poison Inlannollon Cenler 1-217-333-3611 
For more information aboul recycttng molor oil in Champatgn County: 
Community Recycting Cenler 1-217-351-4495 
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APPENDIX B 
JULY AND OCTOBER 1987 SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES 
B-1 
B-2 
6/8? 
University of Illinois 
Survey Research Laboratory 
Champaign/Urbana/Decatur 
Hazardous Household ~aste Survey 
Quest. ID# ____________ __ 
Study 623 
Stratum 
Interviewer IDIt 
------
Time interview begins: (Use 24-hour cLock) 
Hello, is this (phone #)? My name is and I'm calling from the 
Survey Research Laboratory at the University of Illinois. May I speak to 
the male or female head of the household? We're doing a study of how 
people who live in (Champaign County, DECATUR) feel about some community 
issues and I'd like to ask you some questions. 
1. First of all, do you live in • • • 
Champaign, • • • • • • • • • • • 1 DECATUR, OR . . • • • • • • • 5 
Urbana, or • . . . . . . . . • • 2 SOMEPLACE ELSE? (END 
INTERVIEW) • • · . . • • • • 6 
Someplace else in Champaign 
County? (Specify) 3 
No (End interview) ••••••• 4 
2a. How long have you lived in this community? 
Less than 2 months • · . . . · . 
2 to 12 months (Skip to Q.J) ••• 01 
_____ years (Skip to Q.J) 
Don't know (Skip to Q.J) ••••• 98 
b. Do you expect to be living in this community this coming Fall? 
Yes . . . . . . . • • • • • • • • 1 
No (End interview) . . . . . • • • 2 
Don't know • •••• • • • 8 
B-3 
1-6 
7-10 
1 1 
19 
22 
-2-
3. In your community, do you feel that government is spending too much 
money, about the right amount, or too little money on ••• 
Too About the Too 
much right little 
monel, amount, or monel? 
a. Protecting the local environment? • 
· 
1 2 3 
b. The public education system? • • • • 1 2 3 
c. Landfill operation and maintenance? 
· 
1 2 3 
d. Local economic development? • • • • • 1 2 3 
e. Drug and alcohol problems? 
· · 
• 
· 
• 1 2 3 
f. The disposal of hazardous household 
waste? • • • • • • • • • 
· 
• 1 2 3 
4a. Prior to this call, had you heard anything at all about hazardous 
household waste? 
Don't 
know 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
Yes . . . . • • • • • • • • • 1 
No (Skip to Q.5) . . . . • • • • • 2 
Don't know (Skip to Q.5) 8 
b. How did you hear about it? (Circle all that apply. Don't read list.) 
Brochure • • • • • • • • • • 01 Library..... 30-31 · . . . . . • • 11 
Poster • • . . . . • • • • • 02 Newspaper 32- 33 . . • • • • • • • • 12 
Flyer • · . . . . . • •••• 03 Radio ••• 34- 35 · . . . . . . . • • • 13 
Neighbor or friend • • • • • 04 Television 36':"" 37 · . . . . . . . . . • 14 
Family member • • • • • • • • 05 Magazine 
3 B:- 3 9 • • • • · . . . . 
• • • 15 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
50-51 
52-53 
54-55 
56-57 
58-59 
Work, fellow workers • • • • 06 Display at the mall • • • • • • • 16 60 - 61 40-41 
Local club or organization • 07 _ County fair ••••••••••• 17 62-63 42 43 
Church ••••••••••• 0844':""4~ther (Specify) 18 64-65 
Farm Bureau • . . . • • . . • 094S-4~~ __________________________________ __ 
School · . . . . . . . . . • 10 Don't know 
48- 49 
• • • • • • • • • • • 98 66-67 
B-4 
5. 
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lfuat sorts of products or materials do you think of when 
term hazardous household waste? (CircLe aU that appLy. 
additionaL items, but do not read List.) 
you hear the 
Probe for 
a. 
b. 
c. 
\fuat types do you have in Lawn and garden products (Probe: 
mind?) •••••••••••• · . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
· . 
01 
Weed killers or herbicides · . . · . . . . . · . . . . . . . . • 02 
Insect killers, pesticides, or poisons · . . . . . . . . . . . . 03 
Fertilizers . . . • • • • • • • · . . • • • • • • • • • • • • • 04 
Household cleaners (Probe: What types do you have in mind?) • • 05 
Oven cleaners • • • • • · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 06 
Drain openers · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 07 
Toilet bowl cleaners • • · . . . . • • • • • · . . · . . . . • 08 
General purpose cleaners, polishes, or disinfectants • • • 
· · 
• 09 
Bleach, ammonia • • • • • • • • • • . • • 
· · 
• • • • • • • • • 10 
Home maintenance products (Probe: What types do you have in 
mind?) • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 11 
Paints (Probe: Is it oil-based or latex?) • • 
· 
• • • • • • • • 12 
Oil-based paints, varnishes, lacquers, or wood preservatives 
· 
• 13 
Paint thinners, strippers, or solvents. • • • • • • • • • • 14 
Glues and adhesives · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 15 
Charcoal lighter fluid or propane • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 16 
d. Automotive products (Probe: What types do you have in mind?) 
• 17 
Car motor oil · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 18 
Gasoline or kerosene · . . . . . . . . · . . . . . . . . . . . • 19 
Car anti-freeze • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 20 
Car, truck, or boat batteries · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • 22 
Other (Specify) 
25 
Don't know •• 
· . · . . B-5 · . . · . . . · . • 98 
7-8 
~ -10 
11-12 
13-11+ 
15-16 
17-16 
19 -2 0 
21-22 
:.:: 3 -21+ 
25-26 
27-28 
29 -30 
31-32 
33-31+ 
35 -3 6 
37 -38 
39 -1+ 0 
1+ 1-1+ 2 
1+ 3 -1+ 1+ 
1+ 5 -1+ 6 
1+7 -1+ 8 
1+ 9 -50 
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6. -Now I am going to read you a list of materials that some people think 
are hazardous. For each type, please tell me how hazardous you think 
they are. "I.fuat about 
· · 
• 
Some-
Not what Very 
hazar- hazar- hazar-
dous, dous, or dous? Depends DK 
a. "I\Teed killers or herbicides? 
Would you say they are 1 2 3 ? 8 53 • 
· · 
• 
b. Insect killers, pesticides, or 
poisons? Would you say they 
are 1 2 3 ? 8 5,. . . • • • • • 
· 
• • • 
· · 
• 
c. Oven cleaners? 1 2 3 ? 8 55 • • • • • • • • 
d. Drain openers? • • • 
· 
• • 1 2 3 ? 8 5 S 
e. Toilet bowl cleaners? 1 2 3 ? 8 57 • • • • • 
f. Varnishes, wood preservatives, 
or oil based paints? 1 2 3 ? 8 58 • • • • 
· 
g. Paint thinners, strippers, 
or solvents? 
· 
1 2 3 ? 8 59 • • • • • • • • 
h. Charcoal lighter fluid or 
propane gas? • • 
· 
• • • • • • 1 2 3 ? 8 so 
i. Car motor oil? • • • • • 
· 
• • 1 2 3 ? 8 s 1 
j. Gasoline or kerosene? 
· · · · · 
1 2 3 ? 8 62 
k. Car anti-freeze? • • • • • • • 1 2 3 ? 8 63 
1. Car, truck, or boat batteries? 1 2 3 ? 8 s,. 
B-6 
-5-
(If yes to Q.?:) 
7. In the past 12 months, 8a. About hmv many (If mope than 0 on Q.8a:) 
have you had any containers of 8b. Is any of it unwanted 
( item) at or around your ( item) do you that you would like 
home, garage, or shed? currently have? to get rid of? 
YES No DK Yes No DK 
------a. lveed killers or 
herbicides 1 2 8 containers 1 2 8 65-68 
· 
• • • 
DK 
· · · · · · 
98 
b. Insect killers, 
pesticides, or 
poisons 
· 
• • • • 1 2 8 containers 1 2 8 69-72 
DK 
· · · · · · 
98 
c. Oven cleq.ners • • 1 2 8 containers 1 2 8 73-76 
DK 
· · · · · 
• 98 77-79/BK 
80/2 l-S/DUP 
d. Drain openers • • 1 2 8 containers 1 2 8 7-10 
DK 
· · · · · · 
98 
e. Toilet bowl 
cleaners • • • • • 1 2 8 containers 1 2 8 l1-g 
DK • 
· 
• 
· · 
• 98 
f. Varnishes, wood 
preservatives, or 
oil-based paint • 1 2 8 containers 1 2 8 15-18 
DK 
· · · · · 
• 98 
~ g. Paint thinners, 
strippers, or 
solvents 
· 
• • • • 1 2 8 containers 1 2 8 19-22 
DK 
· · · · 
• 
· 
98 
h. Charcoal lighter 
fluid or propane 
gas . • • • • • • 1 2 8 containers 1 2 8 23-26 
DK 
· · · · 
• 
· 
98 
i. Car motor oil • • 1 2 8 containers 1 2 8 27-30 
DK • 
· 
• 
· · 
• 98 j. Gasoline or 
kerosene • • • • • 1 2 8 containers 1 2 8 31-3,+ 
DK 
· 
• 
· 
• 
· 
• 98 
k. Car anti-freeze • 1 2 8 containers 1 2 8 35-38 
DK 
· · · · · 
• 98 
1. Extra car, truck, 
or boat batteries 1 2 8 batteries 1 2 8 39-'+2 
DK 
· · · · · 
• 98 B-7 
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(If yes to Q.9a:) 
9b. How do you 
normally dispos 
of (item)? 
Recycle 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Take to disposal 
(If Yes to Q.?:) collection site 0 2 
9ao Have you disposed of Dump on ground 0 3 (If yes to Q.9a:) 
any partial or full con- Pour down drain, 9co Approximately how 
tainers of (item) in the sewer 0 0 • • " 4 many containers 
past 12 months? Garbage/landfill. S of (item) did 
Other • • • • • . 6 you dispose of in 
Yes No DK Don't know 8 the last 12 months? 
-- ----a. Weed killers or 
herbicides 
· · 
• • 1 2 8 Code: containers 1+3-1+6 
DK 
· · · · · · · 
• 98 
b. Insect killers, 
pesticides, or 
poisons 0 
· 
• 
· 
• 1 2 8 Code: containers 1+ 7-5 0 
DK 
· · · · · · · · 
98 
c. Oven cleaners • 0 1 2 8 Code: containers 51-51+ 
DK 0 0 0 
· · · · · 
98 
d. Drain openers 
· 
• 1 2 8 Code: containers 55-58 
DK 
· · · · · · · · 
98 
e. Toilet bowl 
cleaners • • • • • 1 2 8 Code: containers 59-62 
DK 
· · · · · · · · 
98 
f. Varnishes, wood 
preservatives, or 
oil-based paint 
· 
1 2 8 Code: containers 63-66 
DK 
· · · · · 
• 
· · 
98 
g. Paint thinners, 
strippers, or 
solvents • • • • • 1 2 8 Code: containers 67-70 DK 
· · · 
• 
· · · · 
98 
h. Charcoal lighter 
fluid or propane 
gas • • • 
· 
• • • 1 2 8 Code: containers 71-71+ 
DK 
· · · · · · · 
.- 98 
i. Car motor oil • 0 1 2 8 Code: containers 75-78 
DK 
· · · · · · · · 
98 79/BK 
j. Gasoline or 80/3 1-s/DUP 
kerosene 
· 
• 
· · 
• 1 2 8 Code: containers 
DR 98 7-10 
· · · · · 
k. Car anti-freeze • 1 2 8 Code: containers 
DK 98 11-11+ 
· · · · · 1. Extra car, truck, 
or boat batteries 1 2 8 Code: batteries 
DK 98 15-18 • 
· · · · · · 
• 
8-8 
-7-
lOa. Compared to a year ago, has the way you dispose of hazardous 
household products • • • 
changed, or . . . . . . . . 
remained the same? (Skip to 
Q.l1a) • • • • · . . . . 
b. How has it changed? (Circte att that appty.) 
• • • 1 19 
• • • 2 
Now recycles more, • • • • • • • • 1 20 
Now gives to collection center 
more, • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 21 
Now keeps it more, stores it ••• 3 22 
Now uses it up •••••••••• 4 23 
Now follows proper disposal 
instructions • • • • • • • • • • 5 24 
Other (Specify) 6 25 
Ila. Have there been any accidents involving injuries in your household 
because of hazardous materials? 
Yes 
· . · . . . . • • • • • • • • 1 
No (Skip to Q.12) • • • • • • • 
Don't know (Skip to Q.12) . . . 
b. Have any of these injuries been serious enough to require medical 
attention? 
• 2 
• 8 
Yes ••••••••••••••• 1 
No • • • • • • • • .' • • • • • • • 2 
Don't know • ••••••••••• 8 
12. When buying hazardous products, do you generally try to find those with 
warning labels explaining how to use or dispose of them? 
Yes ••••••••••••••• 1 
No • 
· . · . . . • • • • 
• • • • • 2 
Depends · . . . . . . . . . • :5 
Don't know • ••••••••••• 8 
B-9 
26 
27 
28 
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13. Do you generally try to buy less harmful substitutes for hazardous 
products? 
Yes . . • • • • • . . . . . . • • 1 
No • • • · . . . . • • • • • • • • 2 
Depends · . . . . . . . . . • • • :5 
Don't know. . . . . . . . . . • • 8 
14. When new products come on the market, are you usually among the first 
to try them or do you wait to see what others think? 
Usually among the first to try 
them • • • • • . . . . . . . • • 1 
Wait to see what others think • • 2 
Depends · . . . . . . • • • :5 
Don't know •• . . . . . . . 8 
15. For each of the following statements, please tell me whether you strongly 
agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree. 
Strongly Strongly 
agree, Agree, Disagree, or disagree? DK 
to use 
a. Manufacturers should be re-
quired to provide clear 
warning labels about how 
and dispose of hazardous 
products. Do you ••• • • • • 1 
b. People should store leftover 
hazardous products if they can 
use them up later. Do you • • • 1 
c. There should be a law against 
disposal of hazardous household 
waste in sewers or on the 
ground • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
d. Government should promote 
the use of nonhazardous alter-
natives . . . . . . • • • • • • 1 
e. The community should allow all 
hazardous household waste to be 
picked up in the garbage and 
hauled to the landfill • • • • • 1 
8-10 
2 3 4 8 
2 3 4 8 
2 3 4 8 
2 3 4 8 
2 3 4 8 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
35 
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16a. Throughout the United States, state and local governments are funding 
several types of special collection programs for hazardous household 
waste. Which would you prefer ••• 
a collection site for people to drop off their hazardous 
household waste, or • • • • • • • • • • · . . . . . • • • • • 1 
curbside pickup? (Skip to Q.16e) • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • 2 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . Neither (Skip to Q.16d) 
Don't know (Skip to Q.16d) . . . . . . 
• • • • • • • • 3 
· . . . • • • • 8 
b. Would you prefer that the collection site be open ••• 
one or two days each year, or (Skip to Q.16d) · . . . . . . . . . • 1 
at least one day each month? (Skip to Q.16dJ · . . · . . . · . . • 2 
Don't know (Skip to Q.16d) • . . . . . . . . . · . . . • • • • • 8 
c. Would you prefer that curbside pickup be done • • • 
one or two days each year, or . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • • 1 
at least one day each month? • ! 
. '. • • • . . . . . • • • • • • • • • 2 
Don't know. . . . . . . · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 8 
d. It costs between $5 and $30 per household each year to dispose of 
hazardous household wastes properly. To pay for a special collection 
program in your community, should funding come primarily from ••• 
(CipeZe one onZy.) 
a sales tax on hazardous products, • • • • • 01 
general state tax revenue, • • • • • • • • • 02 
general local tax revenue, or . . . . • • • 03 
fees collected from garbage trucks at 
landfills? •••••••••••••••• 04 
Other (Speeify) 
05 
----------------------------------------------
Don't know • •••••••••••••••• 98 
8-11 
30 
37 
38 
-10-
17a. If your community set up an annual collection site for people to drop 
off hazardous household waste, do you think your household would 
participate? 
Yes . . . . · . . . • • • • • • • 1 
No (Skip to Q.18a) • • • • • • • 2 
Don't know (Skip to Q.18a) 8 
b. How many miles would you travel to go to the collection site? 
miles 
----------------
Does not drive 96 
Don't know • • 98 
c. (Farmers onty:) Do you have any hazardous agricultural waste that you 
would bring to a collection site if one were provided? 
Yes • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
No . . . . • • • • • • • • • • • 2 
Don't know · . . . . . . . • 8 
18a. Have you heard anything about a special day in your community for the 
collection of hazardous household waste? 
Yes • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
No (Skip to Q.19) • • • • • • • • 2 
b. How did you hear about it? (Circte att that appty. Don't read tist.) 
Brochure . . . . . . . . . 
Poster • • • • • • • • • • 
Flyer • • • • • • • • • • • 
Neighbor or friend • • • • 
Family member • • • • • . . 
• O\s_l+fibrary •• 
• 02 Newspaper. 
1+ 8-1+9 
• 03 Radio... 50-51 
• 0\ 2- 5lelevision 
• • 
· . 
· . 
· . 
• • • • • • • • • 11 
• • • • • • • • • 12 
· . . . . • • • • 13 
· . . . . • • • • 14 
. . . . . . . . . . . • 15 
Work, fellow workers • • • • 06 Display at the mall • • • • • • • 16 5 S-5 7 
Local club or organization • 07 County fair ••••••••••• 17 
58-59 
••••••• 08 Other (Specify) 
SO-61 
Church . . 18 
Farm Bureau • • • • • • • • • 09 
S2-63~-----------------------------------
School ••••••••• 10slf _s pon't know • •••••••••• 98 
8-12 
1+ 1 
1+ 2-1+ 3 
1+1+ 
S s-s 7 
S8-S9 
70-71 
78-/79 
80 If l-S/ooP 
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19. \fuat is your main source of news and information about local com-
munity affairs? (CipoLe one) 
Newspaper · . . . . . . • 01 
Radio •• . . · . . . . . . . • • 02 
Television . . . . · . . . . . • 03 
Neighbor or friend · . . . . . • 04 
Family member • · . . . . . • 05 
School • • • • . . . . . . . . • 06 
Other (Speoify) _______ 07 
None 97 
Don't know . . . . · . . . . . • 98 
20. llliat one television station do you most often watch for local news? 
(CipoLe one) 
Channel 3 (WCIA-CBS) • • • • • 1 
Channel 12 (WILL-PBS) • • • • • 2 
Channel 15 (\HCD-NBC) • • • • • 3 
Channel 17 (WAND-ABC) 
· 
• • 
· 
• 4 
Other • • • • • • • • • • • • • 5 
None . . . . . . . . . 
• 7 
Don't know . . . . . • • • • • 8 
21. Which one local radio station do you listen to most often? (CipoLe one) 
FM 
WBGL (91.7) •• 
WBML (89.3) •• 
. . . • • • 01 
. . . . •• 02 
WDWS-FM (97.5) •••••• 03 
WEFT (90.1) •••••••• 04 
WILL-FM (90.9) •••••• 05 
WKIO (K-I04) (104 or 103.9) 06 
WLRH' (94.5) •••••••• 07 
WPGU (107.1) ••••••• 08 
WRTL-FM (95.3) •••••• 09 
WSOY (X-103) (103 or 102.9) 10 
WVJL (105.1) . . • • • • • 11 
AM 
WOWS-AM (1400) •••••••• 12 
WILL-AM (580) •••••••• 13 
WJTX (1580) ••••••••• 14 
WRTL-AM (1460) •••••••• 15 
\-lSOY-AM (1340) • 
Other (Speoify) 
None ••• · . . 
• • • • • • • 16 
17 
· . . . . • • 97 
Don't know • • . . . . . . . • 98 
B-13 
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22. What newspapers do you read that carry local news? (CipcLe aLL that 
appLy.) 
Daily n1ini · . . . . . . • • 1 
News-Gazette · . . . . . . • • 2 
Decatur Herald Review • 
• 3 
Rantoul Press • · . . . • • • • 4 
Other (Specify) 5 
None 
· · · · · · · · · · · · · 
? 
Don't know 
· 
• 
· · · · · 
8 
23. Do you pay special attention to information about • • 
· Yes No DK 
a. The kinds of household products that are hazardous? • • 1 2 8 
b. how to use and store hazardous products safely? • • • • 1 2 8 
c. the dangers associated with hazardous products? • • • • 1 2 8 
d. how to dispose of hazardous products safely? • • • • • • 1 2 8 
e. nonhazardous alternatives for household use? • • • • • • 1 2 8 
24. Now I have just a few final questions about you and your household. 
Do you ••• 
recycle all of your household cans, bottles, 
and newspapers, ••••••••••••• 1 
recycle most of them, 
· · 
• • • • • • • • • 2 
recycle some of them, or • • • • 
· 
• • • 
· 
• 3 
never recycle them? • • • • • 
· 
• • • • • • 4 
Don't know . . . . 
· · · 
• 
· · 
• 
· · · · · · 
8 
25. Does your neighborhood have a weekly curbside recycling program for 
cans, bottles, and newspapers? 
-
Yes • • • • • • • • • • • • 
No . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Don't know · . . . . . . . 
CHAMPAIGN AND URBANA RESIDENTS CONTINUE TO Q.26 
ALL OTHER RESIDENTS SKIP TO Q.28 
8-14 
• • 1 
• • 2 
• • 8 
1 6 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
2'1 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
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26. Do you live north or south of University Avenue? 
North • • • • • • • • . . . • • 1 
South • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 
Don't know (Skip to Q.28) ••• 8 
(urbana Residents skip to Q.2?b) 
(Champaign Residents on~y:) 
27a. Do you live east or west of Prospect Avenue? 
(urbana Residents on~y:) 
East (Skip to Q.28) . . . . . 
• 1 
• • • l.vest (Skip to Q.28) 
Don't know (Skip to Q.28) 
• • • 2 
· . • 8 
27b. Do you live east or west of Vine Street or Cunningham Avenue? 
East · . . . . . . . . . • • • 1 
West • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 
Don't know · . . . . . . • • • 8 
28. Do you live in • • • 
a single family house, . . • • • • • • • • • 1 
a duplex or two flat, • • • • • • • • • • • 2 
an apartment building or townhouse, •••• 3 
a trailer or mobile home, or •••••••• 4 
something else? (Speeify) ________________ 5 
29. Do you own or rent your home? 
Own • • • • · . . . . . . . . • 1 
Rent · . . . . . . . . . . . 
• 2 
Other (SpeeifY) 3 
B-15 
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30a. Including yourself, how many people currently live in your household? 
( If "1," skip to Q.3V 
b. How many are adults 65 years of age and older? 
c. How many are children 5-17 years of age? 
31. ~fuat is the highes t grade or year of school you have completed? 
None • • • • • • • . . . . . . • • . . •• 00 
Elementary •• 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 
High school • • • . . • • • • • 09 10 11 12 
College • • • • • • • • • • • • 13 14 15 16 
Some graduate school . . . . . • 17 
Graduate or professional degree • • • • • • 18 
32. In ~~at year were you born? 
19 _____ _ 
33. Did you normally vote in local elections? 
34a. Are you currently • • • 
34b. Are you • • • 
Yes • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
No • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 
Don't know · . . . . . 
· 8 
Employed full-time, (Skip to Q.35) . . . . 
• 1 
Part-time, or (Skip to Q.35) • • • • • • • • 2 
Not employed at all? •••• · . . • • • 3 
Retired, • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
Disabled, • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 
Temporarily unemployed, • • • • • • • • • • 3 
A student (Skip to Q.36) • • • • · . . • • • 4 
Keeping house, or (Skip to Q.36) · . . . . • 5 
Not employed and not looking for paid 
employment? (Skip to Q.36) ••••••• 6 
Other (Speoify) 7 
B-16 
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(If "retired/' "disabled," or "temporarily out of UJOrk," ask about last 
oooupation.) 
35. Hhat (is/was) your occupation? 
Managerial and Professional (accountants, buyers, engineers, 
teachers, nurses, lawyers, artist, minister, etc.) •••• • • 
Technical, Sales, Administrative Support (computer programmers, 
insurance agents, sales clerks, typists, telephone operators, 
• • 1 
mail clerks, bookkeepers) •••••••••••••••••••• 2 
Service Occupations (cooks, barbers, police, dental assistants, 
maids) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 3 
Farming, Forestry, and Fishing (farm operators, gardeners, farm 
managers) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 4 
Precision Production, Craft, and Repair (mechanics, carpenters, 
painters, plumbers, miners, tailors, butchers, machine operators, 
welders, truck drivers, laborers) •••••••••••••••• 5 
Other (Speoify) 6 
Don't know . • . • . • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • . • • . • • • . • 8 
36. During 1986, was your total household income before taxes • • • 
37. {"as it • • • 
Less than $15,000 or •••••••••••• L 
More than $15,000 (Skip to Q.38) 
$15,000 exaotly (Skip to Q.41) 
Don't know (Skip to Q.41) 
Refused (Skip to Q.41) •• 
Less than $10,000? No (Skip to 
Less than $8,000? No (Skip to 
Less than $6,000? No (Skip to 
Less than $4,000? No ( Skip to 
· . . 
Q.41) 
Q.41) 
Q.41) 
Q.41) 
Yes (Skip to Q.41) 
Don't know (Skip to Q.41) . . • 
· 
. . 
Refused (Skip to Q.41J . • . . . 
· 
. . 
B-17 
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• • • 15 
• 98 
• 99 
· 
• • 12 
• • • 09 
• 
· 
• 07 
• 
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• 05 
· 
• • 03 
· 
• • 98 
· · 
• 99 
48 
38. Was it • • • 
39. Was it • • • 
40. I-las it • • • 
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Less than $30,000 or •••• • • • • • • • • L 
More than $30,000? (Skip to Q.40) • • • • • M 
$30,000 exaotly (Skip to Q.41) 
Don't know (Skip to Q.41) · . . . . 
. . • .• 30 
• • 92 
Refused (Skip to Q.41) ••• 
· . · . . . • • 93 
Less than $25,000? 
Less than $20,000? 
No (Skip to Q.41) 
No (Skip to Q.41) 
· . 
• • 
• 27 
• 22 
Yes (Skip to Q.41) ••• 17 
Don't know (Skip to Q.41J · . . . • • • • • 94 
Refused (Skip to Q.41) ••• 
· . 
• • • • 95 
More than $40,000? 
More than $50,000? 
More than $60,000? 
More than $70,000? 
Don't know •• . . 
Refused . . . 
No •• • • • • · . . . • 35 
No •• • • • • • • • • • 45 
No • • • • • • • • • • • 55 
No •• • • • • • • • • • 65 
Yes • • • • • • • • • • 80 
· . • • 96 
. . . . · . . · . . . • • 97 
41. Intepviewep: Cipole--but do not ask--sex of pespondent. 
Time intepview ends: 
Township # 
Male • 
Female • 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION. 
. 
. 
8-18 
. . . . . . . . . • • 1 
. . . . . . . . . • 2 
51 
55-56 
80/5 
10/87 Quest. ID# _____ _ 
University of Illinois 
Survey Research Laboratory 
Champaign/Urbana/Decatur 
Hazardous Household Waste Survey 
Study 631 
Stratum 
Interviewer 10# ___ _ 
TIME INTERVIEW BEGINS: _____ (USE 24-HOUR CLOCK) 
Hello, is this (PHONE I)? My name is and 11m calling from the 
Survey Research Laboratory at the University of Illinois. May I speak to 
the male or female head of the household? Welre doing a study of how 
people who live in (Champaign County, DECATUR) feel about some community 
issues and lid like to ask you some questions. 
1. First of all, do you live in . . . 
Champaign, ••••••••••• 1 
Urbana, or ••••••••••• 2 
DECATUR, OR •• 
SOMEPLACE ELSE? 
. . . • • • • 5 
(END 
Someplace else in Champaign INTERVIEW) • • • • • • • • • 6 
County? (SPECIFY) 3 
No (END INTERVIEW) • • • • 4 
2. How long have you lived in this community? 
Less than 2 months • • • • • • • • 00 
2 to 12 months • • • • • • • • • • 01 
____ yea rs • • • • • • • • • 02 
DONIT KNOW •••••••••••• 98 
3. In your community, do you feel that government is spending too much 
money, about the right amount, or too little money on ••• 
Too About the Too 
much right little DONIT 
money, amount, or money? KNOW 
a. Protecting the local environment? •• 1 
b. The public education system? •••• 1 
c. Landfill operation and maintenance? • 1 
d. Local economic development? ••••• 1 
e. Drug and alcohol problems? ••••• 1 
f. The disposal of hazardous household 
waste? •••••••• • 1 
B-19 
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3 
3 
3 
3 
8 
8 
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4a. Prior to this call, had you heard anything at all about hazardous 
household waste? 
Yes ••••••• . . . • • • • • 1 
No (SKIP TO Q.5) • • • • • • • 2 
DON'T KNOW (SKIP TO Q.5) ••••• 8 
b. Where did you hear about it? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY. DON'T READ LIST.) 
Brochure . . . . . . . . . • 01 
Poster • • . . . . . . • • • 02 
Flyer • • . . · . . . • • • • 03 
• 04 Neighbor or friend •• 
Family member ••••• . . • 05 
Work, fellow workers • • • • 06 
Local club or organization 
Church ••• · . . . . . 
Farm Bureau • • . . . . . 
• 07 
•• 08 
•• 09 
School . . . · . . . . . . • 10 
8-20 
Library •••• 
Newspaper • 
• • • • • • • • .11 
. . . • • • • • • 12 
Radio •• · . . . . . • 13 
Television •• · . . . • • • 14 
Magazine •• . . . . . • • • • • 15 
Display at the mall 
County fa i r • • 
· . . . . • • 16 
· . • • • • • 17 
Other (SPECIFY) ______ 18 
DON'T KNOW ••••••••••• 98 
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5. What sorts of products or materials do you think of when you hear the 
term hazardous household waste? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY. PROBE FOR 
ADDITIONAL ITEMS, BUT DO NOT READ LIST.) 
a. Lawn and garden products (PROBE: What types do you have in 
mind?) • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •••••••• 01 
Weed killers or herbicides •••••• • • • • • • • • . . . • • 02 
Insect killers, pesticides, or poisons •••••• . . . . . . • 03 
Fertilizers ••••••••••••••••••• . . . . . • • 04 
b. Household cleaners (PROBE: What types do you have in mind?) •• 05 
Oven cleaners ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 06 
Drain openers ••• 
Toilet bowl cleaners. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
• • 07 
• • 08 
General purpose cleaners, polishes, or disinfectants. • • • • • 09 
Bleach, ammonia ••••••••• . . . . . . . . . • • • • 10 
c. Home maintenance products (PROBE: What types do you have in 
mi nd?) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 11 
Paints (PROBE: Is it oil-based or latex?) ••••• • • 12 
Oil-based paints, varnishes, lacquers, or wood preservatives •• 13 
Paint thinners, strippers, or solvents ••••••••••••• 14 
Glues and adhesives •••••••••• • •••••••• 15 
Charcoal lighter fluid or propane • • • • • • • • •••• 16 
d. Automotive products (PROBE: What types do you have in mind?) • 17 
Car motor oi 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • • • • 18 
Gasoline or kerosene ••••• . . . . . . • • • • • • • • 19 
Car anti-freeze ••••••••• . . . . . . • • • • • • • • • 20 
Car, truck, or boat batteries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 22 
Other (SPECIFY) __________________ _ 
____________________________ 25 
DON'T KNOW ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••. 98 
B-21 
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6. Now I am going to read you a list of materials that some people think 
are hazardous. For each type, please tell me how hazardous you think 
they are. What about • • • Some-
Not what Very 
hazar- hazar- hazar-
dous, dous, or dous? DEPENDS OK 
a. Weed killers or herbicides? 
Would you say they are 
· · 
1 2 3 7 8 
b. Insect killers, pesticides, or 
poisons? Would you say they 
are • . • . . 
· · · · · · 
• 
· 
• 1 2 3 7 8 
c. Oven cleaners? 
· · · 
• • • 
· 
• 1 2 3 7 8 
d. Drain openers? • • 
· · 
• 1 2 3 7 8 
e. Toil et bowl cleaners? • 
· 
• • • 1 2 3 7 8 
f. Varnishes, wood preservatives, 
or oil based paints? 
· 
• 
· 
• 
· 
1 2 3 7 8 
g. Paint thinners, strippers, 
or solvents? 
· · · · · · · · 
• 1 2 3 7 8 
h. Charcoal lighter fluid or 
propane gas? 
· · · 
• • • 1 2 3 7 8 
i • Car motor oil? 
· 
• • • 
· 
• 1 2 3 7 8 
j. Gasoline or kerosene? • • • 
· 
• 1 2 3 7 8 
k. Car anti-freeze? 
· · · 
• • • • 1 2 3 7 8 
1 • Car, truck, or boat batteries? 1 2 3 7 8 
B-22 
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7. In the past 12 months, (IF YES TO Q.7:) 
have you had any con- 8a. About how many (IF MORE THAN 0 ON Q.8a:) 
tainers (ITEM) at or containers of 8b. Is any of it unwanted 
around your home, (ITEM) do you that you would like 
garage, or shed? currently have? to get rid of? 
YES No OK Yes No OK 
Weed kill ers or ---a. 
herbicides • • • • 1 2 8 containers 1 2 8 OK • • · . . • 98 b. Insect killers, 
pesticides, or 
poisons . 
· 
• • • 1 2 8 containers 1 2 8 
OK • • • 
· · 
• 98 
c. Oven cleaners 
· . 
1 2 8 containers 1 2 8 
OK • 
· 
• • 98 
d. Orain openers 1 2 8 containers 1 2 8 
OK • • • 
· 
• • 98 
e. Toilet bowl 
cleaners • • • • 
· 
1 2 8 containers 1 2 8 
OK • • • • • • 98 f. Varnishes, wood 
preservatives, or 
oil-based paint 
• 1 2 8 containers 1 2 8 OK • • • • • • 98 g. Paint thinners, 
strippers, or 
solvents • • • 
· 
• 1 2 8 containers 1 2 8 OK • • • • • • 98 h. Charcoal lighter 
fluid or propane 
gas • . . · . • • 1 2 8 containers 1 2 8 OK • • • • 98 
i. Car motor oi 1 
· 
• 1 2 8 containers 1 2 8 
OK · . . • 98 j. Gasoline or 
kerosene • 
· 
• • • 1 2 8 containers 1 2 8 OK • 
· 
· . . • 98 
k. Car anti-freeze 
• 1 2 8 containers 1 2 8 OK · . . • 98 1 • Extra car, trUCk, 
or boat batteries 1 2 8 batteries 1 2 8 
OK 
· 
• • • 98 
B-23 
(IF YES TO Q.7:) 
9a. Have you disposed of 
any partial or full con-
tainers of (ITEM) in the 
past 12 months? (PROBE: 
Were they partial or full? 
or empty? 
Yes No OK 
a. Weed killers or 
herbicides •••• 1 2 8 
b. Insect killers, 
pesticides, or 
pOisons ••••• 1 2 8 
c. Oven cleaners 
· . 
128 
d. Drain openers •• 1 2 8 
e. TOilet bowl 
cleaners ••• 
· . 
128 
f. Varnishes, wood 
preservatives, or 
oil-based paint • 1 2 8 
g. Paint thinners, 
strippers, or 
solvents ••••• 1 2 8 
h. Charcoal lighter 
fluid or propane 
gas ••••••• 1 2 8 
i. Car motor oil 
j. Gasoline or 
kerosene • • 
· . 
128 
• • • 1 2 8 
k. Car anti-freeze • 1 2 8 
1. Extra car, truck, 
or boat batteries 1 2 8 
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(IF YES TO Q.9a:) 
9c. How do you 
normally dispose 
of (ITEM)? 
Recycle ••••• 1 
Take to disposal (IF YES TO Q.9a:) collection site. 2 
9b. Approximately how Dump on ground • 3 
many partial or Pour down drain, 
full containers sewer ••••• 4 
of (ITEM) did Garbage/landfill. 5 
you dispose of in Other •••••• 6 
the last 12 months? OON1T KNOW ••• 8 
'="""""" ___ containers Code: 
OK • • • • • • • • 98 
'=""""'" ___ containers Code: 
OK • • • • • • • • 98 
~ ___ containers 
OK • • • • • • • • 98 
Code: 
containers Code: 
~---OK • • • • • • • • 98 
.",.,...... ___ containers 
OK • • • • • • • • 98 
Code: 
.,..,..,.. ___ containers Code: 
OK • • • • • • • • 98 
..,....,...,... ___ containers Code: 
OK • • • • • • • • 98 
containers Code: 
....,.."..---OK • • • • • • • • 98 
containers Code: 
~---OK • • • • • 98 
.",.,...... ___ containers 
OK • • • • • • • • 98 
Code: 
containers Code: 
.",.,..,...---OK • • • • • 98 
.",.,...... ___ batteri es 
OK •••••• 98 
Code: 
B-24 
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lOa. Compared to a year ago, has the way you dispose of hazardous 
household products ••• 
changed, or • • • · . . . • • • • 1 
remained the same? (SKIP TO Q.lla) •••• • • • • • • • • 2 
b. How has it changed? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY.) 
Now recycles more, • • • • • • • • 1 
Now gives to collection center 
more, . . . . . . . . . . • • • 2 
Now keeps it more, stores it ••• 3 
Now uses it up •• · . . . . . • • 4 
Now follows proper disposal 
instructions •••••••••• 5 
Other (SPECIFY) 6 
11a. Have there ever been any accidents involving injuries in your house-
hold because of hazardous materials? 
Yes · . . . . . . . . . . . • • • 1 
No (SKIP TO Q.12) · . . . • • 2 
DON'T KNOW (SKIP TO Q.12) •••• 8 
b. Have any of these injuries been serious enough to require medical 
attention? 
Yes · . . . . . . . . . • • • • • 1 
No •• • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 
DON'T KNOW. • • • • • • • 8 
12. When buying hazardous products, do you generally try to find those with 
warning labels explaining how to use or dispose of them? 
Yes · . . . . • • • • • • • 1 
No •• . . . . . . . . . . • • • • 2 
DEPENDS • • • • • • • • • • • • • 3 
DON'T KNOW. 
8-25 
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13. Do you generally try to buy less harmful substitutes for hazardous 
products? 
Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • 1 
No •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 
DEPENDS . . . . . . . . . . • • • 3 
DON'T KNOW. . . . . . • • • • • • 8 
14. When new products come on the market, are you usually among the first 
to try them or do you wait to see what others think? 
Usually among the first to try 
them • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
Wait to see what others think •• 2 
DEPENDS . . . . . . . . • • • 3 
DON'T TRY NEW PRODUCTS. . . . • • 4 
DON'T KNOW . . . . . . . • • • • • 8 
15. For each of the following statements, please tell me whether you strongly 
agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree. 
Strongly Strongly 
agree, Agree, Disagree, or disagree? DK 
a. Manufacturers should be re-
quired to provide clear 
warning labels about how to use 
and dispose of hazardous 
products. Do you •••••• 
b. People should store leftover 
hazardous products if they can 
• 1 
use them up later. Do you ••• 1 
c. There should be a law against 
disposal of hazardous household 
waste in sewers or on the 
ground • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
d. Government should promote 
the use of nonhazardous alter-
natives . . . . . . . . . . . 
• 1 
e. The community should allow all 
hazardous household waste to be 
picked up in the garbage and 
hauled to the landfill •••• 
• 1 
8-26 
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16a. Throughout the United States, state and local governments are funding 
several types of special collection programs for hazardous household 
waste. Which would you prefer ••• 
a collection site for people to drop off their hazardous 
household waste, or •••••••••••••••••• . . • • • 1 
curbside pickup? (SKIP TO Q.16c) • • • • • • • • · . . • • • • • • 2 
Neither (SKIP TO Q.16d) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • • 3 
DONIT KNOW (SKIP TO Q.16d) • · . . . . . . • • • • 8 
b. Would you prefer that the collection site be open ••• 
one or two days each year, or (SKIP TO Q.16d) . . . . . . . . • • • 1 
at least one day each month? (SKIP TO Q.16d) • • • • 2 
DONIT KNOW (SKIP TO Q.16d) • · . . . . . . . . . . · . . . . . • • • 8 
c. Would you prefer that curbside pickup be done ••• 
one or two days each year, or . . . . . . . . . . · . . · . • • 1 
at least one day each month? •• . . . . . . . 
· . • • 2 
DONIT KNOW ••••••••• · . . . . . . . . . • • • • • • • 8 
d. It costs between $5 and $30 per household each year to dispose of 
hazardous household wastes properly. To pay for a special collection 
program in your community, do you think that funding should come pri-
marily from ••• (CIRCLE ONE ONLY.) 
a sales tax on hazardous products, ••••• 1 
general state tax revenue, • • • • • • • 2 
general local tax revenue, or •• . . . . • • 3 
fees collected from garbage trucks at 
landfills? •••••••••••••••• 4 
Other (SPECIFY) _________ _ 
____________________________________ 5 
DONIT KNOW ••••••••••••••••• 8 
8-27 
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17a. Did you hear anything about a special day in September for the 
collection of hazardous household waste? 
Yes •••••••• . . . • • • • 1 
No (SKIP TO Q.19) • • • • • • • • 2 
b. How did you hear about it? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY. DON'T READ LIST.) 
Brochure •••••••••• 01 
Poster • • • • • • • • • 02 
Flyer • • • . . . . . • 03 
Neighbor or friend • • • • • 04 
Family member •••••••• 05 
Work, fellow workers •••• 06 
Local club or organization • 07 
Church ••••••••••• 08 
Farm Bureau • • • • • • • • • 09 
School • • • . . . . . . •• 10 
Library •• • • • • • • • 
Newspaper • • · . . . 
Radio ••• 
Television 
· . . 
• • • • • • • 
• ••• 11 
• • • • 12 
• • 13 
• • • • 14 
Magazine •••••••••••• 15 
Display at the mall ••••••• 16 
County fair ••••••••••• 17 
Other (SPECIFY) ______ 18 
DON'T KNOW •• . . . . . . . • • 98 
18. Did your household participate in the hazardous household waste 
collection event on September 13? 
Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 1 
No • • • • 2 
DON'T KNOW. . . • • • 8 
19a. If your community set up an annual collection site for people to drop 
off hazardous household waste, do you think your household would 
participate? 
Yes • • • • • • • • • • 1 
No (SKIP TO Q.20a) • • • • • • • 2 
DON'T KNOW (SKIP TO Q.20a) ••• 8 
b. How many miles would you be willing to travel one way to go to the 
collection site? 
miles 
------
DOES NOT DRIVE 
· . • • • • • • • 96 
DON'T KNOW •• • • • . . . . • • 98 
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20. Do you pay special attention to information about • • • 
Yes No DK 
a. The kinds of household products that are hazardous? • • 1 2 8 
b. how to use and store hazardous products safely? • • 1 2 8 
c. the dangers associated with hazardous products? . • • • 1 2 8 
d. how to dispose of hazardous products safely? • • • • 
· 
• 1 2 8 
e. nonhazardous alternatives for household use? • 
· 
. . • • 1 2 8 
21. What is your main source of news and information about local com-
munity affairs? (CIRCLE ONE) 
Newspaper • • • • • • · . . • • • 01 
Radio ••• · . . . • • • • • 02 
Television • • • 03 
Neighbor or friend ••••••• 04 
Fami ly member • · . . . . . . •• 05 
School . . . . . . • • • • 06 
Other (SPECIFY) ______ 07 
NONE •••• • • • • • 97 
DONIT KNOW • • • • • • • • • • • 98 
22. What one television station do you most often watch for local news? 
(CIRCLE ONE) 
Channel 3 (WCIA-CBS) 
· 
• 
· · 
• 1 
Channel 12 (WILL-PBS) 
· · · · 
• 2 
Channel 15 (WI CD-NBC) 
· · · · 
• 3 
Channel 17 (WAND-ABC) • 
· · 
• • 4 
Other • . . 
· 
. • . . • • • • • 5 
NONE . 
· 
• • • 
· · 
• • 7 
DONIT KNOW · . . . . • • • • • 8 
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23. Which one local radio station do you listen to most often? (CIRCLE ONE) 
FM 
WBGL (91. 7) • • • • • 01 
WBML (89.3) •• • • • • • • 02 
WDWS-FM (97.5) . . . • 03 
WEFT (90.1) ••• . . . •• 04 
WILL-FM (90.9) • . . • • • 05 
WKIO (K-104) (104 or 103.9) 06 
WLRW (94.5) • • • ••• 07 
WPGU (107.1) ••••••• 08 
WRTL-FM (95.3) •••••• 09 
WSOY (X-103) (103 or 102.9) 10 
WVJL (105.1) ••••••• 11 
AM 
WDWS-AM (1400) · . . . . . . • 12 
WILL-AM (580) • • • • • • 13 
WJTX (1580) . . . . . . . • • 14 
WRTL-AM (1460) • • • 15 
WSOY-AM (1340) • • • • • • 16 
Other (SPECIFY) _____ 17 
NONE • • • • • • • • • • 97 
DON I T KNOW •• · . . . • • • • 98 
24. What newspapers do you read that carry local news? (CIRCLE ALL THAT 
APPLY.) 
Da il y I 11 i n i • • • • • • • • • 1 
News-Gazette • • • • 2 
Decatur Herald Review • • • 3 
Rantoul Press • . . . . . • • • 4 
Other (SPECIFY) ______ 5 
NONE •••• . . . . . . • • • 7 
DON'T KNOW •••••••••• 8 
25. Do you normally vote in local elections? 
Yes • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
No •••••• • • 2 
DON'T KNOW •• . . . . • • 8 
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26. Now I have just a few final questions about you and your household. 
Do you • • • 
recycle all of your household cans, bottles, 
and newspapers, ••• • •••••• 1 
recycle most of them, • • • • • • • • • • 
· 
2 
recycle some of them, or • 
· · · · · 
3 
never recycle them? 
· 
• • • • 
· 
• 
· 
• • 
· 
• 4 
DON'T KNOW. . . . . • • • • • 
· 
• 
· · · 
8 
27. Does your neighborhood have a weekly curbside recycling program for 
cans, bottles, and newspapers? 
Yes • . . . • • • • • • • • 1 
No •••••••• · . . • • • 2 
DON'T KNOW • • • • • 8 
CHAMPAIGN AND URBANA RESIDENTS CONTINUE TO Q.28 
ALL OTHER RESIDENTS SKIP TO Q.30 
28. Do you live north or south of University Avenue? 
North • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
South • · . . . . . . · . . • • 2 
DON'T KNOW (SKIP TO Q.30) ••• 8 
(URBANA RESIDENTS SKIP TO Q.29b) 
(CHAMPAIGN RESIDENTS ONLY:) 
29a. Do you live east or west of Prospect Avenue? 
(URBANA RESIDENTS ONLY:) 
East (SKIP TO Q.30) • · . . . • 1 
West (SKIP TO Q.30) • • • • • • 2 
DON'T KNOW (SKIP TO Q.30) ••• 8 
29b. Do you live east or west of Vine Street or Cunningham Avenue? 
East . . . . . . . . . . . • • 1 
West . . . . . • • • • • 2 
8-31 DON'T KNOW . . . . . • • • • • 8 
-14-
30. Do you live in • • • 
a single family house, • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
a duplex or two flat, • • • • • • • • • • • 2 
an apartment building or townhouse, •••• 3 
a trailer or mobile home, or • • • • 4 
somethi ng el se? (SPECIFY) _______ 5 
31. Do you own or rent your home? 
Own • • . . . • • • • • • 1 
Rent • • . . . . . • • 2 
Other (SPECIFY) ______ 3 
32a. Including yourself, how many people currently live in your household? 
(IF "1," SKIP TO Q.33) 
b. How many are adults 65 years of age and older? 
c. How many are children 5-17 years of age? 
33. What is the highest grade or year of school you have completed? 
None •• • • • • • 00 
Elementary •• 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 
High school •••••••••• 09 10 11 12 
College. • • • • • • 13 14 15 16 
Some graduate school • • • • • 17 
Graduate or professional degree • . . • • • 18 
34. In what year were you born? 
19 ____ _ 
8-32 
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Employed full-time, (SKIP TO Q.36) . . • • • 1 
Part-time, or (SKIP TO Q.36) . . . . • • • • 2 
Not employed at all? . . . . . . . . . . • • 3 
Retired, • · . . • • • • • . . . . . . . • • 1 
Disabled, · . . . . . . . • • • • • • • • • 2 
Temporarily unemployed, . . . . . . . . . • 3 
A student (SKIP TO Q.37) . . . . • • • • • • 4 
Keeping house, or (SKIP TO Q.37) •••••• 5 
Not employed and not looking for paid 
employment? (SKIP TO Q.37) ••••••• 6 
Other (SPECIFY) 7 
(IF "RETIRED," "DISABLED," OR "TEMPORARILY OUT OF WORK," ASK ABOUT LAST 
OCCUPATION. ) 
36. What (is/was) your occupation? 
Managerial and Professional (accountants, buyers, engineers, 
teachers, nurses, lawyers, artist, minister, etc.) •••• 
Technical, Sales, Administrative Support (computer programmers, 
insurance agents, sales clerks, typists, telephone operators, 
• • 1 
mail clerks, bookkeepers) •••••••••••••••••• 2 
Service Occupations (cooks, barbers, police, dental assistants, 
maids) • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 3 
';"';;';';";';';";~~~"';;";;"",;;",;"..,j:...z......=';';;;"";""';";;';';";";':..i.L (farm operators, gardeners, farm 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • 4 
Precision Production, Craft, and Repair (mechanics, carpenters, 
painters, plumbers, miners, tailors, butchers, machine operators, 
welders, truck drivers, laborers) •••••••••••••••• 5 
Other (SPECIFY) ___________________ 6 
DON'T KNOW ••••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 8 
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37. During 1986, was your total household income before taxes • • • 
38. Was it ••• 
39. Was it ••• 
40. Was it ••• 
Less than $15,000 or ••••••• • • • • • L 
More than $15,000 (SKIP TO 0.39) •••••• M 
$15,000 exactly (SKIP TO 0.42) • • •• 15 
DON'T KNOW (SKIP TO 0.42) · . . . . • • • • 98 
REFUSED (SKIP TO 0.42) • • • • • • • 99 
Less than $10,000? No (SKIP TO 0.42) · . . 12 
Less than $8,000? No (SKIP TO 0.42) • • • 09 
Less than $6,000? No (SKIP TO 0.42) • • • 07 
Less than $4,000? No (SKIP TO 0.42) 
· . 
• 05 
Yes (SKIP TO 0.42) • 
· . 
03 
DON'T KNOW (SKIP TO 0.42) 
REFUSED (SKIP TO 0.42) 
• • • • • • • • • 98 
· . . • • • • 99 
Less than $30,000 or • . . . . . . . • • • • L 
More than $30,000? (SKIP TO 0.41) ••••• M 
$30,000 exactly (SKIP TO 0.42) ••••••• 30 
DON'T KNOW (SKIP TO 0.42) · . . . . . . • • 92 
REFUSED (SKIP TO 0.42) • • · . . . . • • • • 93 
Less than $25,000? No (SKIP TO 0.42) ••• 27 
Less than $20,000? No (SKIP TO 0.42) ••• 22 
Yes (SKIP TO 0.42) • • • 17 
DON'T KNOW (SKIP TO 0.42) · . . • • 94 
REFUSED (SKIP TO 0.42) •••••• • • 95 
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More than $40,000? No •• . . . • • • 35 
More than $50,000? No •• 
More than $60,000? No •• 
. . . . • • • • • 45 
• • • • • • 55 
More than $70,000? No ••• • • • • • • • • 65 
DON1T KNOW •• 
REFUSED •• • 
Yes . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . 
• • • • • • 80 
• • • 96 
· . . . • 97 
42. INTERVIEWER: CIRCLE--BUT DO NOT ASK--SEX OF RESPONDENT. 
TIME INTERVIEW ENDS: 
TOWNSHIP # 
MALE • • 
FEMALE • 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION. 
8-35 
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. . . . . . • • • • 2 
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QUESTION-BY-QUESTION DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS, 
WITH COMPARISONS BETWEEN SAMPLES 
AND BETWEEN SURVEYS 
Appendix C consists of tables presenting question-by-question sur-
vey findings with between-sample and between-survey comparisons. Each 
table refers to specific questions in the questionnaires (see Appendix 
B), and its number is the same as the question number in the July survey. 
Valid table interpretations depend on full reading of the questionnaires. 
The following notes apply to the columns in the tables. 
Column a: Provides a reference to one or more question number(s) 
in the questionnaires and specifies to which survey (July or October) 
the question number applies if the number was different in the two sur-
veys. In parentheses, there may also be listed the question answer 
codes. 
Column b: Gives the brief variable name that is used elsewhere in 
this report. 
Column c: Provides a brief technical description of the variable. 
If the data presented are not percents, specifies whether they are means 
or counts. See also the questionnaire for the substance of the 
variable. 
Column d: Percentages, means, or counts are reported here, by 
sample, for the July survey. The samples are designated by (1) "CUF" 
for the cities of Champaign and Urbana plus their immediate heavily 
urbani zed fri nge, (2) "Decatur" for the city of Decatur, and (3) "Farm" 
for farmers in Champaign County. The total sample sizes are given in 
Table C.l. Unless otherwise specifically reported, all percentages, 
means, and counts are based on the total samples minus cases having 
"donlt know" or question-specific missing data. Also unless otherwise 
noted, "donlt know" plus missing data cases never exceed 4% of the total 
sample for any variable in the table. All sample percentages, means, 
and counts are population estimates having certain probabilities of 
sampling error associated with them. These errors are discussed in 
Chapter 4. 
Column e: This column presents results of t-tests for differences 
between samples on certain statistics reported in Column d. The three 
samples provide three pairings, identified in the column heading as 
follows: (1:2) for Champaign/Urbana/fringe compared with Decatur, (2:3) 
for Decatur compared with Champaign County farmers, and (1:3) for 
Champaign/Urbana/fringe compared with Champaign County farmers. Results 
of t-tests for these comparisons are represented as follows: 
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- A double asterisk (**) denotes a difference significant at p=.Ol 
or less, two-tailed test (or p=.005 or less for a one-tailed 
test). 
- A single asterisk (*) denotes a difference significant at p=.05 
or less, two-tailed (or p=.025 or less, one-tailed). 
- A hyphen (-) denotes no difference at p=.05, two-tailed. 
- A blank or no entry indicates that no test was conducted, either 
because both estimates in a comparison were based on cell sizes 
of 5 or less or because a single overall summary statistic (a 
mean or a key percentage) was used to test for differences bet-
ween samples on the variable. 
- The letters NA indicate that a test is not applicable. 
T-tests were calculated from a pooled variance estimate if an F-
test failed to reject the HO of equal population variances (at p=.05 or 
less). If the HO of equal variances was rejected, t-tests were carried 
out using separate variance estimation. 
Column f: Contains same information for October 1987 survey as 
found in Column d for July survey. Also, where appropriate, indicates 
by superscript letters the significance level of a change between the 
July and October surveys as follows: 
Letter a indicates that the change is significant at the .05 
level or less. 
Letter b indicates that the change is significant at the .01 
level or less. 
Column g: Contains same information for October 1987 survey as 
found in Column e for July survey. The t-test results are based on the 
statistics reported in Column f. 
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TABLE C.l. Place of Residence (Percents) 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(a) ( d) (e) (f) (g) 
Question Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
Number (b) b~ SamEle Differences b~ SamEle Differences 
(Answer Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between SamEles (1) (2) (3) between SamEles 
Code) Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.l CITY Place of Residence 
(1) CHAMPAIGN Residing in City 
of Champaign 57.7 NA 4.1 NA NA NA 60.4 NA 7.8 NA NA NA 
(N) (409) (4) (443) (12) 
(2) URBANA Residing in 
Urbana 36.8 NA 2.0 NA NA NA 32.0 NA 7.8 NA NA NA 
() (N) (261) (2) (235) (12) 
I 
01 
(3) FRINGE Residing in 
fringe of 
C/U (Sample 1), 
or in Champaign 
County outside 
C/U (Sample 2) 5.5 NA 93.9 NA NA NA 7.6 NA 84.3 NA NA NA 
(N) (39) (92) (56) (129) 
(5) DECATUR Residing in 
Decatur NA 100.0 NA NA NA NA NA 100.0 NA NA NA NA 
(N) (151) (150) 
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 NA NA NA 100.0 100.0 100.0 NA NA NA 
(N) (709) (151) (98) (734) (150) (153) 
(""') 
I 
0'1 
TABLE C.2. Length of Residence (Percents) 
(a) (b) 
Question Variable 
Number Name 
Q.2a LENGTH OF 
RESIDENCE 
GE35YRS 
LElOYRS 
LE3YRS 
b LT2MOS 
(c) 
Description 
Mean length of 
residence 
(in years) 
Resident 35 years 
or more 
Resident 10 years 
or less 
Resident 3 years 
or less 
Resident less 
than two months 
(&, in July 
survey, expect 
to be resident 
in the Fall) 
July 1987 Survey 
(d) (e) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
15.9 30.5 35.6 
13.6 37.7 53.1 
52.0 18.5 11.2 
32.2 9.9 3.1 
1.7 0.7 0.0 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
** * ** 
October 1987 Survey 
(f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
15.5 26.8 37.0 
14.4 27.5 57.2 
55.3 22.1 16.4 
33.0 8.7 2.6 
2.9 0.0 0.0 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
** ** ** 
TABLE C.3. Opinions on Government Spending (Percents) 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b~ Samt!le Differences b~ Samt!le Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Samt!les (1) (2) (3) between Samt!les 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.3 SPENDING ON In Your Communit~ & on These Functions, Is Government Spending ••• ? 
a ENVIRONMENT 1: Too much $ 4.0 6.6 12.2 2.7 3.3 14.4 
2: About right 34.0 29.8 41.8 33.5 28.7 41.2 
3: Too little $ 30.6 37.1 14.3 31.1 45.3 17.0 
8: Don't know 31.4 26.5 31.6 32.6 22.7 27.5 
Mean of 1, 2, 3 2.39 2.41 2.03 ** ** 2.42 2.54 2.04 ** ** 
CJ 
I 
-....,J 
b EDUCATION 1: Too much $ 5.1 6.0 5.1 13.5 5.3 12.4 
2: About right 31.8 33.1 41.8 30.9 31.3 49.0 
3: Too 1 ittle $ 42.8 45.7 39.8 48.1 54.7 30.1 
8: Don't know 20.3 15.2 13.3 17.4 8.7 8.5 
Mean of 1, 2, 3 2.47 2.47 2.40 2.54 2.54 2.19a ** ** 
c LANDFILL 1: Too much $ 5.9 4.0 9.2 5.7 2.7 18.3 
2: About right 24.6 35.1 28.6 24.5 32.0 22.2 
3: Too little $ 30.1 20.5 16.4 30.8 26.0 17.6 
8: Don't know 39.4 40.4 43.9 39.0 39.3 41.8 
Mean of 1, 2, 3 2.40 2.28 2.16 2.41 2.38 1.99 ** ** 
aFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .05 level or less. (Table C.3 continued) 
TABLE C.3--Continued. 
Jul,Y 1987 Surve,Y October 1987 Surve,Y 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) boY Sam~le Differences boY Samele Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
d ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 1: Too much $ 6.9 9.9 8.2 9.8 3.3 11.8 
2: About right 44.6 32.5 52.0 41.8 34.7 49.7 
3: Too little $ 25.1 41.7 12.2 23.3 49.3 15.0 
8: Don't know 23.3 15.9 27.6 25.1 12.7 23.5 
Mean of 1, 2, 3 2.24 2.38 2.06 * ** * 2.18 2.53 2.04 ** ** * 
e DRUG ALCOH'L 1: Too much $ 4.5 2.6 1.0 4.4 2.0 2.6 
PROBLEMS 2: About right 28.1 35.1 31.6 26.4 30.0 29.4 
n 3: Too little $ 43.4 38.4 45.9 47.3 53.3 50.3 
I 8: Don't know 24.0 23.8 21.4 21.9 14.7 17.6 co 
Mean of 1, 2, 3 2.51 2.47 2.57 2.55 2.60 2.58 
f DISPOSAL OF 1: Too much $ 1.7 2.0 4.1 2.7 0.0 5.2 
HAZARDOUS 2: About right 20.8 27.8 28.6 31.3 26.7 35.3 
HOUSEHOLD 3: Too little $ 33.2 24.5 25.5 33.5 38.0 34.0 
WASTE 8: Don't know 44.4 45.7 41.8 32.3 35.3 25.5 
Mean of 1, 2, 3 2.57 2.41 2.37 * * 2.46b 2.59a 2.39 * ** 
aFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .05 level or less. 
bFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .01 level or less. 
TABLE C.4. Heard About Household Hazardous Waste (Percents) 
Jul,Y 1987 Surve,Y October 1987 Surve,Y 
(a) (d) (e) (f) (g) 
Question Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
Number (b) boY Samele Differences boY Samele Differences 
(Answer Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sameles (1) (2) (3) between Sameles 
Code) Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.4a HEARD OF HHW Heard An,Ything About Hazardous Household Waste? 
Yes, heard of 
HHW 37.7 28.0 58.2 * ** ** 59.1b 34.7 78.3b ** ** ** 
Q.4b HOW HEARD How Did You Hear About It? 
(01) BROCHURE % of total sample 0.1 0.0 0.0 1.5b 0.7 1.3 
% of "yes" on Q.4a 0.4 0.0 0.0 2.6 1.9 1.7 
('"') 
I (02) POSTER % of total sample 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 1..0 
% of "yes" on Q.4a o 0 2.4 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 
(03) FLYER % of total sample 0.3 0.7 1.0 6.3b 0.0 7.2 ** ** 
% of "yes" on Q.4a 0.8 2.4 1.8 10.7 0.0 9.2 
(04) NEIGHBOR % of total sample 3.0 0.7 1.0 * 3.3 2.7 0.7 ** 
% of "yes" on Q.4a 8.0 2.4 1.8 5.6 7.7 0.8 
(05) FAMILY % of total sample 0.8 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.7 1.3 
% of "yes" on Q.4a 2.3 0.0 0.0 2.8 1.9 1.7 
(06) WORK % of total sample 4.4 3.3 0.0 * 3.4 1.3 1.3 
% of "yes" on Q.4a 11.7 11.9 0.0 5.8 3.8 1.7 
bFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .01 level or less. (Table C.4 continued) 
TABLE C.4--Continued. 
Ju11 1987 Surve1 October 1987 Surve1 
(a) (d) (e) (f) (g) 
Question Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
Number (b) b1 Sam~le Differences b1 Sam~le Differences 
(Answer Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
Code) Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
(07) CLUB % of total sample 1.1 0.0 3.1 1.1 0.7 O.Ob 
% of lIyes ll on Q.4a 3.0 0.0 5.3 1.9 1.9 0.0 
(08) CHURCH % of total sample 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
% of lIyes ll on Q.4a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 
(09) FARM % of total sample 0.1 0.0 2.0 0.5 0.0 26.8b ** ** 
BUREAU % of lIyes ll on Q.4a 0.4 0.0 3.5 0.9 0.0 34.5 
CJ 
I 
I-' (10) SCHOOL % of total sample 0.7 0.0 1.0 0.7 1.3 0.0 0 
% of lIyes ll on Q.4a 1.9 0.0 1.8 1.2 3.8 0.0 
(11) LIBRARY % of total sample 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(12) NEWSPAPER % of total sample 15.0 16.6 34.7 ** ** 31.1b 14.0 43.8 ** ** ** 
% of lIyes ll on Q.4a 40.2 59.5 59.6 53.0 40.4 56.3 
(13) RADIO % of total sample 5.2 6.0 5.1 9.9b 4.7 15.0b * ** 
% of lIyes ll on Q.4a 14.0 21.4 8.8 17.0 13.5 19.3 
(14) TV % of total sample 13.3 13.2 25.5 * ** 23.4b 20.0 29.4 
% of lIyes·· on Q.4a 35.6 47.6 43.9 40.0 57.7 37.8 
(15) MAGAZINE % of total sample 3.7 3.3 12.2 * * 2.9 3.3 9.2 * ** 
% of lIyes ll on Q.4a 9.8 11.9 21.1 4.9 9.6 11.8 
bFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .01 level or less. (Table C.4 c;ontinued) 
(""") 
I 
...... 
...... 
TABLE C.4--Continued. 
(a) 
Question 
Number 
(Answer 
Code) 
(b) 
Variable 
Name 
(16) MALL 
(17) FAIR 
(18) OTHER 
(c) 
Description 
% of total sample 
% of total sample 
% of lIyes ll on Q.4a 
% of total sample 
% of lIyes·· on Q.4a 
July 1987 Survey 
(d) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
3.5 0.0 3.1 
9.5 0.0 5.3 
(e) 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
* 
October 1987 Survey 
(f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.1 0.0 0.0 
0.1 0.0 0.0 
3.3 1.3 2.6 
5.6 3.8 3.4 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
TABLE C.5. Naming Household Hazardous Products 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(a) (d) (e) (f) (g) 
Question Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
Number (b) b~ Sam~le Differences b~ SamQle Differences 
(Answer Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
Code) Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.5a NAMING Percent of Samples Naming Various ProductsaLE2<Amples of Hazardous Household Waste 
HHW 
(01) LAWN Lawn & garden 
products 2.5 4.0 5.1 8.3b 6.0 9.2 
(02) HERBICIDES Weed killers or 
herbicides 4.4 3.3 16.3 ** ** 3.9 6.0 18.3 ** ** 
(03) PESTICIDES Pesticides & 
poisons 18.6 15.9 29.6 * * 27.8b 17.3 39.9 ** ** ** 
CJ (04) 3.3a 3.9a I FERTILZER Fertilizers 2.1 0.0 0.0 2.9 
I-' 
N 
Q.5b 
(05) HHLD 
CLEAN Household cleaners 25.5 17.2 33.7 * ** 22.6 22.7 19.0a 
(06) OVEN CL Oven cleaners 2.3 1.3 3.1 3.0 1.3 2.0 
(07) DRAIN OP Drain openers 8.2 6.0 4.1 7.1 4.7 9.2 
(08) TOILET CL Toilet bowl 
cleaners 4.2 2.0 8.2 * 3.3 2.7 2.6 
(09) GEN CLEAN General purpose 
cleaners 17.2 17.2 14.3 20.3 9.3a 16.3 ** 
(10) BLEACH Bleach, ammonia 10.9 11.9 8.2 12.4 14.0 9.2 
aFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .05 level or less. (Table C.5 continued) 
bFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .01 level or less. 
TABLE C.5--Continued. 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(a) (d) (e) (f) (g) 
Question Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
Number (b) b~ Samele Differences b;:t Samele Differences 
(Answer Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sameles (1) (2) (3) between Sameles 
Code) Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.5c 
(11) HOME FIX Home maintenance 
products 0.8 0.0 2.0 4.1b 2.7b 2.0 
(12) PAINTS Paints, unspecified 7.1 7.3 2.0 * ** 13.1b 2.7 15.0b ** ** 
(13) VARNISH Lacquer, oil paint, 
varnish, etc. 6.6 3.3 2.0 ** 13.9b 6.0 13.1b ** * n 
I 
..... (14) THINNERS Thinners, strippers, w 
solvents 9.6 2.0 4.1 ** * 11.6 4.7 5.9 ** ** 
(15) GLUES Glue, adhesives 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(16) LIGHTER FL Charcoal lighter, 
propane 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.7 0.0 
bFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .01 level or less. (Table C.5 continued) 
TABLE C.S--Continued. 
Ju1~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(a) (d) (e) (f) (g) 
Question Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
Number (b) b~ Sam~le Differences b~ Sam~le Differences 
(Answer Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
Code) Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.Sd 
(17) AUTOFIX Automobile products 1.4 1.3 0.0 3.0a 0.7 0.7 * ** 
(18) MOTOR OIL Car motor oi 1 9.6 3.3 0.0 ** ** 7.8 7.3 1.3 ** ** 
(19) GASOLINE Gasoline or 
kerosene 3.2 1.3 1.0 4.9 4.7 0.0 ** ** 
(20) ANTIFR1ZE Car anti-freeze 0.6 1.3 0.0 2.0a 0.7 0.0 
n (22) BATTERIES Car, truck, or boat I 
I-' batteries 1.6 2.0 0.0 1.2 0.7 1.3 
.j:::. 
(2S) OTHER Other materials 
(e.g., sewage, 
garbage, aero-
sols, chemi-
cals) 46.4 3S.1 30.6 * ** 42.S 46.7a 32.7 * * 
(98) OK Don1t know 20.0 29.1 24.S * 1S.9a 24.0 19.0 * 
aFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .OS level or less. 
TABLE C.6. Hazardousness Ratings Given by Respondents (Percents) 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b~ Sam~le Differences b~ Sam~le Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.6 HAZ'NESS OF How Hazardous do You Think These Materials Are? 
(Percentages for "1," "2," & "3" based on only those answering "1," "2," or "3." Percentages for 
"7" & "8" based on total sample. No other missing data.) 
a HERBICIDES 1: Not hazardous 3.6 2.2 1.1 2.1 2.8 1.4 
2: Somewhat hazard-
ous 38.5 42.6 42.2 34.0 40.3 40.6 
3: Very hazardous 57.9 55.1 56.7 63.9 56.9 58.0 
("") 100.0 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 I 
I-' 
01 
Mean of 1, 2, 3 2.54 2.53 2.56 2.62a 2.54 2.57 
7: Depends 4.2 4.6 6.1 3.3 3.3 6.5 
8: Don't know 2.0 5.3 2.0 1.6 0.7 3.3 
b PESTICIDES 1: Not hazardous 1.5 1.5 1.1 1.8 0.7 0.7 
2: Somewhat hazard-
ous 24.9 39.7 36.7 23.1 33.6 27.1 
3: Very hazardous 73.7 58.8 62.2 75.1 65.7 72.2 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean of 1, 2, 3 2.72 2.57 2.61 ** * 2.73 2.65 2.72 
7: Depends 3.8 6.6 7.1 1.8 4.0 5.9 
8: Don't Know 0.8 3.3 1.0 0.3 0.7 0.0 
aFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .05 level or less. (Table C.6 continued) 
TABLE C.6--Continued. 
Jul,Y 1987 Surve,Y October 1987 Surve,Y 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) boY Sam~le Differences boY Sam~le Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
c OVEN CL 1: Not hazardous 7.4 12.0 10.3 7.8 13.5 6.1 
2: Somewhat hazard-
ous 44.2 44.0 44.8 43.5 48.9 30.5 
3: Very hazardous 48.4 44.0 44.8 48.7 37.6 63.4 
100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean of 1, 2, 3 2.41 2.32 2.34 2.41 2.24 2.57b ** ** ** 
7: Depends 3.1 4.0 2.0 1.8 2.0 0.7 
('") 8: Don't know 7.5 13.2 9.2 6.1 9.3 13.7 I 
I-' 
0'\ 
d DRAIN OP 1: Not hazardous 6.8 6.9 10.9 6.9 9.3 2.1 
2: Somewhat 
hazardous 27.2 38.2 29.3 26.4 30.0 26.1 
3: Very hazardous 66.0 55.0 59.8 66.8 60.7 71.8 
100.0 100.1 100.0 100.1 100.0 100.0 
Mean of 1, 2, 3 2.59 2.48 2.49 2.60 2.51 2.70a ** * 
7: Depends 0.1 4.6 1.0 2.5 3.3 2.6 
8: Don't know 3.5 8.6 5.1 4.1 3.3 4.6 
aFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .05 level or less. (Table C.6 continued) 
bFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .01 level or less. 
TABLE C.6--Continued. 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b~ Sam~le Differences b~ Sam~le Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
e TOILET CL 1: Not hazardous 15.3 18.1 15.2 13.3 16.9 6.1 
2: Somewhat 
hazardous 43.3 46.5 43.5 46.6 43.0 40.1 
3: Very hazardous 41.4 35.4 41.3 40.1 40.1 53.7 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.1 99.9 
Mean of 1, 2, 3 2.26 2.17 2.26 2.27 2.23 2.48a ** ** 
n 
I 7: Depends 2.5 4.0 4.1 2.9 2.7 1.3 ..... 
-.....! 8: Don't know 4.4 11.9 2.0 5.0 2.7 2.6 
f VARNISH 1: Not hazardous 14.8 15.3 14.7 13.5 20.3 11.0 
2: Somewhat 
hazardous 54.6 55.7 57.9 54.2 54.3 54.4 
3: Very hazardous 30.6 29.0 30.5 32.3 25.4 34.6 
100.0 100.0 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean of 1, 2, 3 2.16 2.14 2.13 2.19 2.05 2.24 * * 
7: Depends 0.3 4.6 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.9 
8: Don't know 4.7 8.6 1.0 4.0 5.3 7.2 
aFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .05 level or less. (Table C.6 continued) 
TABLE C.6--Continued. 
Jult 1987 Survet October 1987 Survet 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) bt Samele Differences bt Samele Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sameles (1) (2) (3) between Sameles 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
9 THINNERS 1: Not hazardous 5.8 9.6 4.3 4.9 9.2 4.2 
2: Somewhat 
hazardous 37.7 47.8 46.8 34.7 40.1 50.3 
3: Very hazardous 56.5 42.6 48.9 60.4 50.7 55.5 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean of 1, 2, 3 2.51 2.33 2.45 ** 2.55 2.42 2.51 * 
7: Depends 3.1 4.6 2.0 1.2 2.7 3.9 
8: Don't know 2.3 5.3 2.0 2.2 2.7 2:0 
() 
, 
f-' 
co h LIGHTER FL 1: Not hazardous 7.5 13.0 10.9 8.6 10.7 6.5 
2: Somewhat 
hazardous 32.8 43.5 28.6 31.9 34.3 42.0 
3: Very hazard-
ous 59.7 43.5 60.4 59.5 55.0 51.4 
100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0 100.0 99.9 
Mean of 1, 2, 3 2.52 2.31 2.45 ** * 2.51 2.44 2.45 
7: Depends 3.1 4.0 3.1 1.5 1.3 3.3 
8: Don't know 3.1 9.3 4.1 3.7 5.3 6.5 
(Table C.6 continued) 
TABLE C.6--Continued. 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b~ Samele Differences b~ Samele Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sameles (1) (2) (3) between Sameles 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
i MOTOR OIL 1: Not hazardous 24.6 26.6 30.5 20.4 23.3 29.0 
2: Somewhat 
hazardous 53.3 57.3 57.3 56.7 50.4 55.1 
3: Very hazardous 22.1 16.1 12.2 22.9 26.3 15.9 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean of 1, 2, 3 1.98 1.90 1.82 2.02 2.03 1.87 * 
C"") 7: Depends I 1.7 2.0 4.1 0.5 2.0 0.7 
I-' 8: Don't know 6.5 15.9 12.2 5.4 6.7 9.2 1.0 
j GASOLINE 1: Not hazardous 6.9 9.5 7.5 7.2 4.1 8.1 
2: Somewhat 
hazardous 32.3 32.8 40.9 28.9 32.9 38.9 
3: Very hazardous 60.8 57.7 51.6 64.0 63.0 53.0 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.1 100.0 100.0 
Mean of 1, 2, 3 2.54 2.48 2.44 2.57 2.59 2.45 * * 
7: Depends 2.8 6.0 4.1 1.6 2.0 2.6 
8: Don't know 1.6 3.3 1.0 1.2 0.7 0.0 
(Table C.6 continued) 
TABLE C.6--Continued. 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b~ Samele Differences b~ Samele Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sameles (1) (2) (3) between Sameles 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
k ANTIFREEZE 1: Not hazardous 13.6 16.3 13.0 12.0 13.4 9.6 
2: Somewhat 
hazardous 42.9 47.2 51.1 42.6 40.3 42.2 
3: Very hazardous 43.4 36.6 35.9 45.3 46.3 48.1 
99.9 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0 99.9 
Mean of 1, 2, 3 2.30 2.20 2.23 2.33 2.33 2.39 
7: Depends 2.0 3.3 1.0 1.2 2.0 3.3 
8: Don't know 7.1 15.2 5.1 8.0 8.7 8.5 
() 
I 
N 
a 
1 BATTERIES 1: Not hazardous 10.0 11.2 9.3 9.5 8.3 6.6 
2: Somewhat 
hazardous 39.2 44.0 39.5 35.2 44.7 38.7 
3: Very hazardous 50.8 44.8 51.2 55.3 47.0 54.7 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean of 1, 2, 3 2.41 2.34 2.42 2.46 2.39 2.48 
7: Depends 2.5 4.6 2.0 1.4 3.3 3.3 
8: Don't know 7.2 12.6 10.2 4.2 8.7 7.2 
TABLE C.7. Past Possession of Hazardous Products (Percents) 
Juli: 1987 Survei: October 1987 Survei: 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) bi: Sam~le Differences bi: Sam~le Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.7 HAD ANY In the Past 12 Months, Have You Had Ani: {Item} at or around Your Home, Garage, or Shed? 
AROUND 
a HERBICIDES Yes 34.9 49.0 78.6 ** ** ** 31.3 48.7 73.5 ** ** ** 
b PESTICIDES Yes 55.4 57.6 82.3 ** ** 55.0 67.3 78.9 ** * ** 
c OVEN CL Yes 42.0 42.3 42.6 44.0 50.7 44.0 
CJ 
I 
N d DRAIN OP Yes 42.8 43.3 44.8 46.0 47.3 57.6a ** I-' 
e TOILET CL Yes 73.8 77.2 86.7 ** 68.3a 79.9 90.6 ** ** ** 
f VARNISH Yes 46.7 49.0 67.0 ** ** 50.1 54.0 76.5 ** ** 
g THINNERS Yes 40.2 45.7 55.7 ** 43.6 46.6 68.0a ** ** 
h LIGHTER FL Yes 68.6 63.6 78.6 * * 67.4 63.3 78.3 ** ** 
MOTOR OIL Yes 60.0 56.3 85.6 ** ** 54.6a 63.0 84.8 ** ** 
j GASOLINE Yes 58.1 75.5 86.7 ** * ** 50.3b 70.0 84.3 ** ** ** 
k ANTIFR'ZE Yes 51.0 53.6 76.8 ** ** 45.1a 56.2 79.2 * ** ** 
BATTERIES Yes 11.6 17.2 36.5 ** ** 11.7 12.8 46.3 ** ** 
aFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .05 level or less. 
bFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .01 level or less. 
TABLE C.8a(1). Current Possession of Materials (Percents) 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b~ Sam!:!le Differences b~ Sam!:!le Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam!:!les (1) (2) (3) between Sam!:!les 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.8a HAVE ANY Do You Currentl~ Have •.. ? 
AROUND ("Don't know" from Q.7 & Q.8a excluded from base, but sometimes exceeds 4% of total sample. See 
detail in Table Q.8a(2).) 
a HERBICIDES Yes 26.0 38.8 53.6 ** ** ** 25.4 40.9 50.8 ** ** 
b PESTICIDES Yes 47.8 49.7 70.9 ** ** 46.7 58.1 61.8 * ** 
c OVEN CL Yes 32.7 29.1 35.9 34.7 40.5a 34.5 
('"") d DRAIN OP Yes 31.2 28.0 36.5 33.2 36.7 43.5 * I 
N 
N 
e TOILET CL Yes 62.6 65.1 81.1 ** ** 59.1 71.8 81.9 ** * ** 
f VARNISH Yes 39.8 41.4 58.2 ** ** 39.9 46.6 69.2 ** ** 
9 THINNERS Yes 32.6 38.8 46.7 * 35.0 39.5 59.9 ** ** 
h LIGHTER FL Yes 58.8 58.3 74.2 ** ** 54.6 55.3 70.2 ** ** 
MOTOR OIL Yes 39.1 40.0 70.7 ** ** 35.0 44.1 71.2 * ** ** 
j GASOLINE Yes 46.8 65.3 78.1 ** * ** 38.2b 60.4 73.8 ** * ** 
k ANTIFR'ZE Yes 28.9 31.5 50.0 ** ** 29.2 39.0 63.4 * ** ** 
BATTERIES Yes 7.6 11.3 27.2 * ** 7.6 10.1 32.2 ** ** 
aFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .05 level or less. 
bFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .01 level or less. 
TABLE C.8a(2). Quantity Now Possessed (Percents) 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b~ Sam~le Differences b~ Sam~le Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.8a HAVE ANY How Man~ Containers of {Item} Do You Currentl~ Have? 
AROUND (IlDon't knowll and missing data from Q.7 and IIdon't knowll from Q.8a excluded from base for all but 
IIDon't know" row, where base is total sample.) 
a HERBICIDES No containers 74.0 61.2 46.4 ** ** ** 74.6 59.1 49.2 ** ** 
1 14.6 22.4 10.7 12.2 22.1 16.2 
2 or 3 7.6 12.9 25.0 9.7 15.5 20.8 
4 - 9 3.0 3.4 9.5 2.6 2.7 9.2 
10 or more 0.9 0.0 8.3 1.0 ~ 4.6 
('""') 100.1 99.9 99.9 100.1 100.1 100.0 
I 
N 
W Mean for those 
with cont'rs 2.35 1.74 5.27 * ** ** 2.55 1.93 4.06 * 
(N) (182) (57) (45) (184) (61) (66) 
Don't know 1.1 2.6 14.3 0.5 0.7 13.7 
b PESTICIDES No containers 52.2 50.3 29.1 ** ** 53.3 41.9 38.2 * ** 
1 24.9 28.2 22.1 23.1 31.1 22.2 
2 or 3 18.5 18.1 37.2 17.5 22.3 26.4 
4 - 9 3.3 2.0 10.5 5.5 4.7 9.7 
10 or more 1.1 1.3 1.2 0.6 ~ 3.5 
100.0 99.9 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean for those 
with cont'rs 2.02 1.97 2.89 * ** 2.09 1.83 3.03 ** * 
(N) (336) (74) (61) (339) (86) (89) 
Don't know 0.8 1.3 12.2 1.1 1.3 5.2 
(Table C.8a(2) continued) 
TABLE C.8a(2)--Continued. 
Ju11 1987 Surve1 October 1987 Surve1 
(d) (e) (f) (9) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b1 Samele Differences b1 Samele Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sameles (1 ) (2) (3) between Sameles 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
c OVEN CL No containers 67.3 70.9 64.1 65.3 59.5 65.5 
1 30.2 27.7 32.6 31.4 37.8 31.0 
2 or more 2.4 1.4 3.3 3.3 
-.?:.Z 3.4 
99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 
Mean for those 
with cont1rs 1.16 1.05 1.09 1.16 1.08 1.10 
(N) (229) (43) (33) (251) (60) (50) 
Don1t know 1.1 2.0 6.1 0.4 1.3 3.3 
(""') 
I d DRAIN OP No containers 68.8 72.0 63.5 66.8 63.3 56.5 * N 
~ 1 28.4 23.3 26.0 29.1 33.3 34.7 
2 or more 2.9 4.7 10.4 4.1 3.4 8.8 
100.1 100.0 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean for those 
with cont1rs 1.12 1.19 1.37 1.15 1.09 1.28 
(N) (219) (42) (35) (242) (54) (64) 
Don1t know 1.1 0.7 2.0 0.5 0.7 2.6 
(Table C.8a(2) continued) 
TABLE C.8a(2)--Continued. 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(d) (e) (f) (9) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b~ Sam~le Differences b~ Sam~le Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
e TOILET CL No containers 37.4 34.9 18.8 ** ** 40.9 28.2 28.1 ** * ** 
1 50.8 47.3 50.0 45.3 55.7 59.7 
2 10.3 14.4 21.9 9.9 12.1 18.1 
3 or more 1.4 3.4 9.4 3.9 ~ 4.2 
99.9 100.0 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.1 
Mean for those 
with cont1rs 1.23 1.33 1.51 * 1.34 1.39 1.33 
n (N) (436) (95) (78) (429) (107) (118) I 
N 
U1 
Don't know 1.7 3.3 2.0 1.0 0.0 3.3 
f VARNISH No containers 60.2 58.6 41.8 ** ** 60.1 53.4 30.8 ** ** 
1 10.2 8.3 8.8 8.4 10.8 9.1 
2 or 3 14.4 13.1 18.7 13.3 13.5 25.2 
4 - 9 9.2 14.5 15.4 11.3 16.9 18.2 
10 or more 5.9 5.5 15.4 6.9 2d 16.8 
99.9 100.0 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.1 
Mean for those 
with cont1rs 4.97 4.40 6.34 ** ** 5.20 4.75 6.38 
(N) (276) (60) (53) (285) (69) (99) 
Don't know 2.1 4.0 7.1 2.2 1.3 6.5 
(Table C.8a(2) continued) 
TABLE C.8a(2)--Continued. 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(d) (e) (f) (9) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b~ SamEle Differences b~ SamEle Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between SamEles (1) (2) (3) between SamEles 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
9 THINNERS No containers 67.4 61.2 53.3 * 65.0 60.5 40.1 ** ** 
1 14.6 18.4 18.9 15.6 22.4 24.5 
2 or 3 13.4 15.6 21.1 13.2· 11.6 24.5 
4 or more 4.6 4.8 6.7 6.3 ~ 10.9 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.1 99.9 100.0 
Mean for those 
with cont1rs 2.59 2.10 2.17 * 2.83 3.91 2.89 
(N) (226) (57) (42) (252) (58) (88) 
('"") 
Don't know 2.1 2.6 8.2 1.1 0.7 3.9 I 
N 
m 
h LIGHTER FL No containers 41.2 41.7 25.8 ** ** 45.4 44.7 29.8 ** ** 
1 45.5 40.4 48.5 43.6 44.0 45.0 
2 or 3 12.0 16.6 18.6 9.6 10.7 19.9 
4 or more 1.3 1.3 7.2 1.4 ~ 5.3 
100.0 100.0 100.1 100.0 100.1 100.0 
Mean for those 
with cont1rs 1.42 1.50 1.69 * 1.29 1.27 1.67 ** ** 
(N) (506) (88) (72) (399) (83) (106) 
Don't know 0.3 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 
(Table C.8a(2) continued) 
TABLE C.8a(2)--Continued. 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b~ SamEle Differences b~ SamEle Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between SamEles (1) (2) (3) between SamEles 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
MOTOR OIL No containers 60.9 60.0 29.3 ** ** 65.0 55.9 28.8 * ** ** 
1 8.2 5.5 17.1 8.1 9.1 15.9 
2 or 3 12.2 13.8 14.6 11.8 14.7 13.6 
4 - 9 9.3 10.3 11.0 7.5 12.6 12.9 
10 - 19 5.9 6.2 11.0 4.6 4.2 9.8 
20 - 40 3.0 3.4 11.0 2.8 2.1 12.9 
41 or more 0.4 0.7 ~ 0.3 1.4 6.1 
99.9 99.9 100.0 100.1 100.0 100.0 
("") Mean for those 
I 
with cont1rs 6.66 7.10 16.84 ** ** ** N 6.25 6.68 13.14 ** 
"'-J (N) (270) (58) (58) (253) (63) (94) 
Mean, dropping 
highest case 11.67 4.75 12.20 
(N) (57) (252) (93) 
Don't know 2.5 4.0 16.3 1.4 2.0 12.4 
j GASOLINE No containers 53.2 34.7 21.9 ** * ** 61.8b 39.6 26.2 ** * ** 
1 37.7 46.7 46.9 30.4 43.6 43.0 
2 or 3 7.8 17.3 22.9 6.7 15.4 22.8 
4 or more 1.3 1.3 ~ 1.1 1.4 8.1 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.1 
Mean for those 
with cont1rs 1.29 1.44 1.85 * * ** 1.33 1.43 1.89 * ** 
(N) (330) (98) (75) (279) (90) (110) 
Don't know 0.6 0.7 2.0 0.3 0.7 2.6 
bFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .01 level or less. (Table C.8a(2) continued) 
TABLE C.8a(2)--Continued. 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b~ Samele Differences b~ Samele Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sameles (1) (2) (3) between Sameles 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
k ANTIFR'ZE No containers 71.1 68.5 50.0 ** ** 70.8 61.0 36.6a * ** ** 
1 21.6 20.1 22.6 21.0 29.4 18.3 
2 or 3 5.5 8.7 14.3 6.8 8.2 17.6 
4 or more 1.7 2.7 13.1 1.4 1.4 27.5 
99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean for those 
with cont'rs 1.00 1.72 3.71 * ** ** 1.50 1.47 5.59 ** ** 
(N) (300) (47) (45) (210) (57) (83) 
("") Don't know 2.3 1.3 14.3 0.8 0.7 11.8 I 
N 
co 
1 BATTERIES No containers 92.4 88.7 72.6 * ** 92.4 89.9 67.8 ** ** 
1 5.7 6.6 8.7 5.8 4.7 4.2 
2 or more 1.9 4.7 18.5 1.8 5.4 28.0 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean for those 
with cont'rs 1.38 1.71 4.24 ** ** 1.45 2.13 6.07 * ** 
(N) (53) (17) (25) (55) (15) (46) 
Don't know 1.6 0.0 6.1 0.0 0.0 3.9 
aFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .05 level or less. 
TABLE C.8b. Having Unwanted Materials (Percents) 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b~ SamEle Differences b~ SamEle Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between SamEles (1) (2) (3) between SamEles 
Number Name Desc ri Et ion CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.8b UNWANTED Is An~ of It Unwanted That You Would Like to Get Rid Of? 
(Don't know" and missing data from Q.7 and "don't know" from Q.8b excluded.) 
a HERBICIDES Yes 1.9 2.0 0.0 1.4 2.0 4.8a -
(N) (13) (3) (0) (10) (3) (7) 
b PESTICIDES Yes 2.4 1.3 3.1 2.3 1.3 2.7 
(N) (17) (2) (3) (17) (2) (4) 
c OVEN CL Yes 1.1 0.7 1.1 1.0 1.4 0.7 
(N) (8) (1) (1) (7) (2) (1) 
n d DRAIN OP Yes 0.8 0.7 0.0 1.0 1.4 0.0 I 
N (N) (6) (1) (0) (7) (2) (0) 1..0 
e TOILET CL Yes 0.6 0.0 2.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 
(N) (4) (0) (2) (5) (0) (0) 
f VARNISH Yes 3.1 3.4 3.1 5.9a 5.3 4.6 
(N) (22) (5) (3) (43) (8) (7) 
g THINNERS Yes 1.4 2.0 1.0 2.6 2.0 1.0 
(N) (10) (3) (1) (19) (3) (2) 
h LIGHTER FL Yes 0.6 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.7 
(N) (4) (0) (1) (7) (0) (1) 
MOTOR OIL Yes 3.6 1.3 7.3 * 2.9 1.4 5.4 (N) (25) (2) (7) (21) (2) (8) 
j GASOLINE Yes 0.1 0.7 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 
(N) (1) (1) (0) (6) (0) (0) 
k ANTIFR'ZE Yes 0.6 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(N) (4) (1) (0) (0) (0) (0) 
BATTERIES Yes 2.4 4.0 7.4 2.6 2.0 16.4a - ** ** 
(N) (17) (6) (7) (19) (3) (24) 
aFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .05 level or less. 
() 
I 
W 
o 
TABLE C.9. Materials Disposed Of (Percents) 
July 1987 Survey October 1987 Survey 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) by Sample Differences by Sample Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Samples (1) (2) (3) between Samples 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.9a DISPOSE OF In the Past 12 Months, Have You Disposed of Any ... ? 
Q.9b HOW DIS-
(July) POSED OF? 
Q.9c 
C'Don't know" and missing data from Q.7 and "donlt know" from Q.9a excluded.) 
How Do You Normally Dispose Of ... ? 
(Denominator for percentages is total of "Yes" plus "No" in Q.9a.) 
(Oct.) 
Q.9c DISPOSED OF How Many Containers Did You Dispose Of ... ? 
(July) HOW MUCH? (Means based only on disposers reporting quantities disposed.) 
Q.9b 
(Oct. ) 
Q.9a a HERBICIDES No, none disposed of 
(N) 
Q.9b a 
(July) 
Q.9c a 
(Oct. ) 
Yes, some disposed of 
(N) 
1: Recycled 
(N) 
2: Disp'l Colltn Site 
(N) 
3: Dump on ground 
(N) 
4: Sewer, Drain 
(N) 
5: Garbage, Landfill 
(N) 
6: Other 
(N) 
8: Don't know, no 
answer 
(N) 
Mean # of containers 
disposed, for dis-
posers who reported 
97.3 
(686) 
2.7 
(19) 
0.0 
(0) 
0.1 
(1) 
0.3 
(2) 
0.0 
(0) 
1.7 
(12) 
0.0 
(0) 
0.6 
(4) 
95.3 
(143) 
4.7 
(7) 
0.0 
(0) 
0.7 
(1) 
0.0 
(0) 
0.0 
(0) 
3.3 
(5) 
0.0 
(0) 
1.3 
(2) 
94.7 
(89) 
5.3 
(5) 
0.0 
(0) 
0.0 
(0) 
0.0 
(0) 
0.0 
(0) 
0.0 
(0) 
2.1 
(2) 
3.2 
(3) 
97.8 
(711) 
2.2 
(16) 
0.1 
(1) 
1.0 
(7) 
0.0 
(0) 
0.0 
(0) 
1.2 
(9) 
0.0 
(0) 
0.0 
(0) 
98.7 89.7 
(147) (133) 
1.3 10.3 
(2) (15) 
0.0 2.0 
(0) (3) 
0.0 3.4 
(0) (5) 
0.0 2.0 
(0) (3) 
0.0 0.0 
(0) (0) 
1.3 1.3 
(2) (2) 
0.0 0.7 
(0) (1) 
0.0 0.7 
(0) (1) 
Q.9c a 
(July) 
Q.9b a 
(Oct. ) quantities 2.21 1.71 3.33 3.73 2.00 2.55 
(N for disposersL __ (14) (6) (2) (15) (2) (11) 
* 
(Table C.9 continued) 
TABLE C.9--Continued. 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b~ Samele Differences b~ Samele Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sameles (1) (2) (3) between Sameles 
Humber Harne Descript ion CUF __ D_~catur~ Farm (l:2) (2ill~1i~L. __ ~llL n~Dec~tuL _ . fa rilL (t:2L(2_~3)(1:~ 
Q.9a b PESTICIDES Ho, none disposed of 95.5 98.0 97.8 96.2 96.6 94.6 
(H) (674) (150) (93) (704) (144) (139) 
Yes, some disposed of 4.5 2.0 2.2 3.8 3.4 5.4 
(H) (32) (3) (2) (28) (5) (8) 
Q.9b b 1: Recycled 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.7 
(July) (N) (0) (0) (0) (1) (0) (1) 
Q.9c b 2: Disp'l Colltn Site 0.1 0.7 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.7 
("") (Oct.) (N) (1) (1) (0) (1) (0) (1) I 
W 3: Dump on ground 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 t-
(N) (1) (0) (0) (0) (0) (1) 
4: Sewer, Drain 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(N) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 
5: Garbage, Landfill 4.0 1.3 0.0 3.6 3.4 2.0 
(N) (28) . (2) (0) (26) (5) (3) 
5: Other 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 1.3 
(N) (0) (0) (1) (0) (0) (2) 
8: Don't know, no 
answer 0.3 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(H) (2) (0) (1) (0) (0) (0) 
Q.9c b Mean # of containers 
(Jul y) disposed, for dis-
Q.9b b posers who reported 
(Oct.) quantities 2.66 2.00 6.00 3.35 1.80 2.50 
(N for disposers) (27) (3) (1) (26) (5) (8) 
(Table C.9 continued) 
TABLE C.9--Continued. 
Ju11 1987 Surve1 October 1987 Surve1 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b1 SamEle Differences b1 SamEle Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between SamEles (1) (2) (3) between SamEles 
Number Name DescriEtion CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.9a cOVEN CL No, none disposed of 96.9 96.0 97.9 96.1 98.0 99.3 
(N) (679) (143) (92) (693) (145) (148) 
Yes, some disposed of 3.1 4.0 2.1 3.9 2.0 0.7 ** (N) (22) (6) (2) (28) (3) (1) 
Q.9b c 1: Recycled 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(July) (N) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 
Q.9c c 2: Displl Colltn Site 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 
(Oct. ) (N) (1) (1) (0) (2) (0) (0) 
("') 3: Dump on ground 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 I 
w (N) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) N 
4: Sewer, Drain 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(N) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 
5: Garbage, Landfill 2.9 4.0 2.1 3.2 2.0 0.7 
(N) (20) (6) (2) (23) (3) (1) 
6: Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 
(N) (0) (0) (0) (2) (0) (0) 
8: Don1t know, no 
answer 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
(N) (1) (0) (0) (1) (0) (0) 
Q.9c c Mean # of containers 
(July) disposed, for dis-
Q.9b c posers who reported 
(Oct. ) quantities 2.62 1.33 1.00 1.37 1.33 1.00 
(N for disposers) (21) (6) (2) (27) (3) (1) 
(Table C-9 continued) 
TABLE C.9--Continued. 
Jul,Y 1987 Surve,Y October 1987 Surve,Y 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b'y Sam2le Differences b'y Sam2le Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam2les (1) (2) (3) between Sam2les 
Number Name Descri2tion CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.9a d DRAIN OP No, none disposed of 98.9 99.3 99.0 97.3 98.7 99.3 
(N) (698) (147) (96) (712) (730) (150) 
Yes, some disposed of 1.1 0.7 1.0 2.7a 1.3 0.7 * (N) (8) (1) (1) (20) (2) (1) 
Q.9b d 1: Recycled 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 
(July) (N) (0) (0) (0) (2) (0) (0) 
Q.9c d 2: Disp'l Colltn Site 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
n (Oct. ) (N) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) I 
W 3: Dump on ground 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 w 
(N) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 
4: Sewer, Drain 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
(N) (0) (0) (0) (1) (0) (0) 
5: Garbage, Landfill 1.0 0.7 1.0 2.0 1.3 0.7 
(N) (7) (1) (1) (15) (2) (1) 
6: Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
(N) (0) (0) (0) (1) (0) (0) 
8: Don't know, no 
answer 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(N) (1) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 
Q.9c d Mean # of containers 
(July) disposed, for dis-
Q.9b d posers who reported 
(Oct. ) quantities 1.14 2.00 1.00 1.56 1.00 1.00 
(N) (7) (1) (1) (18) (2) (1) 
aFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .05 level or less. (Table C.9 continued) 
TABLE C.9--Continued. 
Jul,Y 1987 Surve,Y October 1987 Surve,Y 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) boY Sam2le Differences boY Sam2le Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam2les (1) (2) (3) between Sam2les 
Number Name Descri2tion CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.9a e TOILET CL No, none disposed of 96.4 99.3 96.9 96.5 97.3 97.3 
(N) (703) (148) (95) (706) (143) (145) 
Yes, some disposed of 3.6 0.7 3.1 3.5 2.7 2.7 
(N) (25) (1) (3) (26) (4) (4) 
Q.9b e 1: Recycled 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(July) (N) (0) (0) (1) (0) (0) (0) 
Q.9c e 2: Disp'l Colltn Site 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
(Oct.) (N) (1) (0) (0) (1) (0) (0) 
3: Dump on ground 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(N) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 
4: Sewer, Drain 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 
n (N) (1) (0) (0) (2) (0) (0) I 
W 5: Garbage, Landfill 3.3 0.7 3.1 3.0 2.7 2.0 
-I='> (N) (23) (1) (3) (22) (4) (3) 
6: Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 
(N) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (1) 
8: Don't know, no 
answer 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(N) (1) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 
Q.9c e Mean # of containers 
(July) disposed, for dis-
Q.9b e posers who reported 
(Oct. ) quantities 3.04 1.00 3.00 1.96 1.75 12.50 
(N for disposers) (25) (1) (4) (25) (4) (2) 
Mean # of containers, 
dropping case with 
highest value 2.33 1.00 
(N) (24) (1) 
(Table C.9 continued) 
TABLE C.9--Continued. 
Jul:£ 1987 Surve:£ October 1987 Surve:£ 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b:£ Samele Differences b:£ Samele Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sameles (1) (2) (3) between Sameles 
Number Name Descrietion CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) {1:3} 
Q.9a f VARNISH No, none disposed of 92.9 94.0 92.6 91.7 87.3 90.8 
(N) (6S4) (142) (88) (664) (130) (138) 
Yes, some disposed of 7.1 6.0 7.4 9.3 12.7a 9.2 
(N) (SO) (9) (7) (60) (19) (14) 
Q.9b f 1: Recycled 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
(July) (N) (0) (0) (0) (1) (0) (0) 
Q.9c f 2: Disp'l Colltn Site 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 2.0 
(Oct. ) (N) (2) (0) (0) (S) (0) (3) 
3: Dump on ground 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.3 0.7 0.0 
() (N) (0) (2) (0) (2) (1) (0) I 
W 4: Sewer, Drain 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.7 0.0 
Ul (N) (1) (0) (0) (2) (1) (0) 
S: Garbage, Landfill 6.4 4.6 S.3 6.4 10.7 4.6 
(N) (4S) (7) (S) (46) (16) (7) 
6: Other 0.1 0.0 1.1 0.3 0.7 2.6 
(N) (1) (0) (1) (2) (1) (4) 
8: Don't know, no 
answer 0.1 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(N) (1) (0) (2) (0) (0) (0) 
Q.9c f Mean # of containers 
(July) disposed, for dis-
Q.9b f posers who reported 
(Oct.) quantities 2.79 1.33 3.33 3.40 3.89 3.77 
(N for disposers) (48) (9) (6) (S7) (19) (13) 
Mean # of containers, 
dropping case with 
highest value 2.21 2.40 
(N) (47) (S) 
(Table C.9 continued) 
TABLE C.9--Continued. 
Jul,Y 1987 Surve,Y October 1987 Surve,Y 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) boY Sam~le Differences boY Sam~le Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
Number Name Descri~tion CUF Decatur Farm (1:2} (2:3} (1:3} CUF Decatur Farm (1:2} (2:3} (1:3} 
Q.9a 9 THINNERS No, none disposed of 96.4 99.3 95.8 96.0 97.3 98.0 
(N) (679) (150) (91) (690) (143) (149) 
Yes, some disposed of 3.6 0.7 4.2 4.0 2.7 2.0 
(N) (25) (1) (4) (29) (4) (3) 
Q.9b 9 1: Recycled 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 
(July) (N) (0) (0) (0) (2) (0) (0) 
Q.9c 9 2: Disp'l Colltn Site 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 
(Oct. ) (N) (0) (0) (0) (3) (0) (0) 
3: Dump on ground 0.3 0.7 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 
n (N) (2) (1) (0) (2) (0) (0) 
I 
W 4: Sewer, Drain 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.7 0.0 
0"\ (N) (1) (0) (0) (2) (1) (0) 
5: Garbage, Landfill 2.8 0.0 3.2 2.5 2.0 1.3 
(N) (20) (0) (3) (18) (3) (2) 
6: Other 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.7 
(N) (2) (0) (0) (1) (0) (1) 
8: Don't know, no 
answer 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(N) (0) (0) (2) (0) (0) (0) 
Q.9c 9 Mean # of containers 
(July) disposed, for dis-
Q.9b 9 posers who reported 
(Oct.) quantities 2.13 1.00 1.00 2.15 6.00 2.00 
(N for disposers) (24) (1) (3) (27) (4) (3) 
(Table C.9 continued) 
TABLE C.9--Continued. 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b~ Sam~le Differences b~ Sam~le Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
Number Name Descri~tion CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.9a h LIGHTER FL No, none disposed of 97.2 98.7 95.9 98.2 98.7 98.0 
(N) (688) (149) (98) (717) (147) (149) 
Yes, some disposed of 2.8 1.3 4.1 1.8 1.3 2.0 
(N) (20) (2) (4) (13) (2) (3) 
Q.9b h 1: Recycled 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(July) (N) (1) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 
Q.9c h 2: Disp'l Colltn Site 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(Oct.) (N) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 
n 3: Dump on ground 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
I (N) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) w 
'" 4: Sewer, Drain 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (N) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 
5: "Garbage, Landfill 2.4 1.3 3.1 1.7 1.3 2.0 
(N) (17) (2) (3) (12) (2) (3) 
6: Other 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
(N) (1) (0) (0) (1) (0) (0) 
8: Don't know, no 
answer 0.1 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(N) (1) (0) (2) (0) (0) (0) 
Q.9c h Mean # of containers 
(July) disposed, for dis-
Q.9b h posers who reported 
(Oct. ) quantities 2.28 2.00 1.00 1.58 1.00 4.33 
(N for disposers) (18) (2) (3) (12) (2) (3) 
(Table C.9 continued) 
TABLE C.9--Continued. 
Jul,Y 1987 Surve,Y October 1987 Surve,Y 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) boY Samele Differences boY Samele Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sameles (1) (2) (3) between Sameles 
Number Name Descrietion CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) {2:3) (1:3) 
Q.9a i MOTOR OIL No, none disposed of 85.3 90.0 82.3 85.4 88.4 7.16 
(N) (599) (135) (79) (620) (129) (106) 
Yes, some disposed of 14.7 10.0 17.7 14.6 11.6 28.4 ** ** 
(N) (103) (15) (17) (106) (17) (42) 
Q.9b i 1: Recycled 4.1 1.3 8.3 6.1 3.5 13.5 
(Jul y) (N) (29) (2) (8) (44) (5) (20) 
Q.9c i 2: Disp'l Colltn Site 1.1 0.7 1.0 0.8 0.7 2.7 
(Oct.) (N) (8) (1) (1) (6) (1) (4) 
3: Dump on ground 1.7 2.7 0.0 1.1 0.7 2.7 
(N) (12) (4) (0) (8) (1) (4) 
4: Sewer, Drain 1.3 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
() (N) (2) (0) (1) (0) (0) (0) 
I 5: Garbage, Landfill 6.0 2.7 2.1 5.4 6.2 2.0 w 
co (N) (42) (4) (2) (39) (9) (3) 
6: Other 1.0 2.0 1.0 0.6 0.7 6.8 
(N) (7) (3) (1) (4) (1) (10) 
8: Don't know, no 
answer 0.4 0.7 4.2 0.6 0.0 0.7 
(N) (3) (1) (4) (4) (0) (1) 
Q.9c i Mean # of containers 
(July) disposed, for dis-
Q.9b i posers who reported 
(Oct.) quantities 7.51 7.46 6.30 5.35 8.33 12.38 
(N for disposers) (103) (13) (10) (101) (15) (32) 
Mean # of containers, 
dropping case with 
highest value 6.02 5.58 4.78 4.85 5.36 9.55 
(102) (12) (9) (100) (14) (31) 
Median # of containers 4 4 3 3 4 4 
(N) (103) (13) (10) (101) (15) (32) 
(Table C.9 continued) 
TABLE C.9--Continued. 
Ju11 1987 Surve1 October 1987 Surve1 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b1 Sam~le Differences b1 Sam~le Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
----
Number Name Descri~tion CUF Decatur Farm {1:2l {2:3l {1:3l CUF Decatur Farm {1:2l {2:3l {1:3l 
Q. 9a j GASOLI NE No, none disposed of 98.7 98.0 95.9 99.7 100.0 98.7 
(N) (700) (151) (94) (731) (150) (151) 
Yes, some disposed of 1.3 2.0 4.1 0.3a 0.0 1.3 
(N) (9) (3) (4) (2) (0) (2) 
Q.9b j 1: Recycled 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(July) (N) (1) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 
Q.9c j 2: Disp'l Colltn Site 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(Oct. ) (N) (1) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 
(J 3: Dump on ground 0.1 2.0 2.0 0.3 0.0 0.7 
I (N) (1) (3) (2) (2) (0) (1) w 
U) 4: Sewer, Drain 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(N) (1) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 
5: Garbage, Landfill 0.3 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(N) (2) (0) (2) (0) (0) (0) 
6: Other 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 
(N) (2) (0) (0) (0) (0) (1) 
8: Don't know, no 
answer 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(N) (1) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 
Q.9c j Mean # of containers 
(July) disposed, for dis-
Q.9b j posers who reported 
(Oct. ) quantities 1.17 2.00 1.00 2.50 0.0 1.50 
(N for disposers) (6) (3) (3) (2) (0) (2) 
(Table C.9 continued) 
TABLE C.9--Continued. 
Jul,Y 1987 Surve,Y October 1987 Surve,Y 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) boY Sam~le Differences boY Sam~le Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
Number Name Descri~tion CUF Decatur Farm {1:2} {2:3} {1:3} CUF Decatur Farm {1:2} {2:3} {1:3} 
Q.9a k ANTIFR'ZE No, none disposed of 96.3 98.7 100.0 97.4 97.3 95.2 
(N) (676) (149) (93) (703) (142) (140) 
Yes, some disposed of 3.7 1.3 0.0 2.6 2.7 4.8a 
(N) (26) (2) (0) (19) (4) (7) 
Q.9b k 1: Recycled 0.3 0.7 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.7 
(July) (N) (2) (1) (0) (1) (0) (1) 
Q.9c k 2: Disp'l Colltn Site 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.7 
(Oct.) (N) (0) (0) (0) (2) (0) (1) 
3: Dump on ground 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.7 0.0 
(N) (7) (0) (0) (3) (1) (2) 
4: Sewer, Drai n 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.7 0.7 
" 
(N) (3) (0) (0) (3) (1) (1) 
I 5: Garbage, Landfill 1.1 0.7 0.0 1.2 1.4 0.0 +::> 
0 (N) (8) (1) (0) (9) (2) (0) 
6: Other 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 
(N) (2) (0) (0) (0) (0) (1) 
8: Don't know, no 
answer 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.7 
(N) (4) (0) (0) (1) (0) (1) 
Q.9c k Mean # of containers 
(July) disposed, for dis-
Q.9b k posers who reported 
(Oct. ) quantities 2.95 3.00 0.0 1.35 3.50 2.50 
(N for disposers) (22) (2) (0) (17) (4) (4) 
Mean # of containers, 
dropping case with 
highest value 2.14 
(N) (21) 
(Table C.9 continued) 
TABLE C.9--Continued. 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b~ Sam2le Differences b~ Sam2le Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam2les (1) (2) (3) between Sam2les 
Number Name Descri2tion CUF Decatur Farm (1:2} (2:3} (1:3} CUF Decatur Farm (1:2} (2:3} (1:3} 
Q.9a 1 BATTERIES No, none disposed of 98.0 95.4 91.6 97.9 98.7 87.4 
(N) (685) (144) (87) (712) (147) (125) 
Yes, some disposed of 2.0 4.6 8.4 2.1 1.3 12.6 ** ** (N) (14) (7) (8) (15) (2) (18) 
Q.9b 1 1: Recycled 1.0 2.0 2.1 0.6 0.0 4.9 
(July) (N) (7) (3) (2) (4) (0) (7) 
Q.9c 1 2: Disp'l Colltn Site 0.0 1.3 2.1 0.1 0.0 3.5 
(Oct. ) (N) (0) (2) (2) (1) (0) (5) 
C"'") 3: Dump on ground 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
I 
~ (N) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 
...... 4: Sewer, Drain 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(N) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 
5: Garbage, Landfill 0.4 1.3 1.1 0.7 0.7 0.7 
(N) (3) (2) (1) (5) (1) (1) 
6: Other 0.4 0.0 3.2 0.7 0.7 3.5 
(N) (3) (0) (3) (5) (1) (5) 
8: Don't know, no 
answer 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 
(N) (1) (0) (0) (0) (0) (1) 
Q.9c 1 Mean # of containers 
(July) disposed, for dis-
Q.9b 1 posers who reported 
(Oct. ) quantities 2.08 2.29 2.75 2.00 13.50 5.69 
(N) (13) (7) (8) (15) (2) (16) 
Mean # of containers, 
dropping case with 
highest value 1.17 2.00 2.29 1.07 2.00 4.07 
(N) (12) (6) (7) (14) (1) (15) 
CJ 
I 
..j:::> 
N 
TABLE C.10. Reported Change in Dipsosa1 Habits (Percents) 
(a) (b) 
Question Variable 
Number Name 
Q.10a CHANGED? 
Q.10b HOW CHANGED? 
July 1987 Survey October 1987 Survey 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
by Sample Differences by Sample Differences 
(c) (1) (2) (3) between Samples (1) (2) (3) between Samples 
Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:31{1:3) 
Has the Way You Dispose of Hazardous Household Products Changed ••• ?" 
(,'Don't know" and missing data excluded.) 
Remained the 
same 91.9 94.0 93.9 89.8 
(N) (651) (142) (92) (657) 
Changed 8.1 6.0 6.1 10.2 
(N) (57) (9) (6) (75) 
How Has It Changed? 
91.3 87.6 
(137) (134) 
8.7 12.4 
(13) (19) 
(Asked only of those who said they changed. Respondents could give more than one answer. 
based on total sample.) 
Now recycles 
more 1.4 0.7 1.0 1.2 0.7 3.3 
(N) (10) (1) (1) (9) (1) (5) 
Now gives to 
collection 
center more 0.4 0.7 0.0 2.5b 0.0 3.3 * (N) (3) (1) (0) (18) (0) (5) 
Now keeps it 
more, stores it 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.3 1.3 0.0 
(N) (0) (1) (0) (2) (2) (0) 
Now uses it up 1.0 0.7 2.0 1.4 0.0 0.7 
(N) (7) (1) (2) (10) (0) (1) 
Now follows 
proper dis-
posal instruc-
tions, are 
more careful 3.5 3.3 5.1 4.1 4.7 6.5 
(N) (25) (5) (5) (30) (7) (10) 
Other 2.4 1.3 2.0 2.2 3.3 0.7 
(N) (17) (2) (2) (16) (5) (1) 
Percentages 
* 
bFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .01 level or less. 
C) 
I 
.j:::> 
W 
TABLE C.11. Accidents (Percents) 
(a) (b) 
Question Variable 
Number Name 
Q.11a ACCIDENTS 
Q.llb MEDICAL 
(c) 
Description 
July 1987 Survey 
(d) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
(e) 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Ever Any Accidents with Injuries Due to Hazardous Materials? 
Yes 2.1 0.7 4.1 
(N) (17) (1) (4) 
Was Medical Attention Required? 
Yes 0.6 0.7 4.1 
(N) (4) (1) (4) 
October 1987 Survey 
(f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
3.4 4.0 5.2 
(25) (6) (8) 
2.0 2.7 3.3 
(15) (4) (5) 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samp 1 es 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
TABLE C.12, 13, 14. Buying Habits (Percents) 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve1 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b1 Sam~le Differences b1 Sam~le Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.12 BUY WARNING Do You Tr1 to Find Those With Warning Labels? 
LABELS (Missing data and ndon't known excluded.) 
Yes 66.3 72.7 66.3 62.7 74.5 62.7 ** * 
No 32.2 26.0 30.6 35.9 24.8 36.0 
Depends 1.4 1.3 ~ 1.4 0.7 1.3 
99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Q.13 BUY SUB- Do You Tr~ to BU1 Less Harmful Substitutes? 
STITUTES (Missing data and ndon't known excluded.) 
('") 
I Yes 64.8 56.3 63.5 62.0 54.1 60.0 +::> 
+::> No 30.3 38.2 34.4 33.4 40.4 36.0 
Depends 4.9 5.6 ~ 4.6 5.5 4.0 
100.0 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Q.14 BUY NEW Are You Usual11 First to BU1 New Products? 
(Missing data and ndon't known excluded.) 
Yes, among the 
first 12.0 10.2 13.5 12.1 14.5 8.6 
No, wait to see 
what others 
think 74.4 78.2 74.0 65.6 62.8 73.5 
Depends 13.6 11.6 12.5 11.6 8.3 9.9 
Don I t buy new 
products 0.0 0.0 ~ 10.7 14.5 7.9 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.1 99.9 
n 
I 
+::> 
c..n 
TABLE C.15. Attitudes on Use and Disposal (Percents) 
(a) (b) 
Question Variable 
Number Name 
Q.15 ATTITUDES 
a LABELS 
b USE LATER 
(c) 
Description 
July 1987 Survey 
(d) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
(e) 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
On a "Strongl:t Agree" to "Strongl:t Disagree" Scale. 
October 1987 Survey 
(f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
(Except for "Don't know" row, all percentages based on total sample minus missing data and "don't know." 
Percentage for "don't know" based on total sample minus missing data.) 
Manufacturers Should Provide Warning Labels 
1: Strongly agree 70.6 63.6 61.9 74.3 74.0 63.8 
2: Agree 29.0 35.1 37.1 25.6 26.0 36.2 
3: Disagree 0.4 1.3 1.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
4: Strongly 
disagree 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean of 1,2,3,4 1.30 1.30 1.39 1.26 1.26a 1.36 * 
8: Don't know 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 
People Should Store, Use Extra Hazardous Products Later 
1: Strongly agree 12.1 10.2 7.7 13.0 21.9 7.9 
2: Agree 61.4 59.9 69.2 58.4 48.6 68.3 
3: Disagree 20.3 22.4 17.6 23.0 26.0 20.9 
4: Strongly 
disagree 6.2 7.5 5.5 5.6 
-1:.i 2.9 
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0 
Mean of 1,2,3,4 2.21 2.27 2.21 2.21 2.11 2.19 
8: Don't know 4.1 2.6 7.1 4.6 2.7 8.5 
aFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .05 level or less. (Table C.15 continued) 
TABLE C.15--Continued. 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b~ Sam~le Differences b~ Sam~le Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
c SEWER A Law Against Disposal of HHW in Sewers or on the Ground 
LAW 
1: Strongly agree 43.5 38.7 40.0 54.8 50.0 38.2 
2: Agree 49.9 56.3 53.7 40.5 41.2 54.9 
3: Disagree 6.1 4.2 6.3 4.5 6.8 4.9 
4: Strongly 
di sagree 0.6 0.7 0.0 0.3 2.0 2.1 
Totals 100.1 99.9 100.0 100.1 100.0 100.1 
("") 
1.50b I Mean of 1,2,3,4 1.64 1.67 1.66 1.61 1.71 ** .j:::> 
0"1 
8: Don't know 2.8 6.0 3.1 2.5 1.3 5.9 
d GOV'T AL- Government Should Promote Nonhazardous Alternatives 
TERNATIVES 
1: Strongly agree 36.6 25.7 27.8 40.9 46.9 38.2 
2: Agree 54.0 68.2 65.6 51.5 49.7 54.9 
3: Disagree 8.2 4.1 4.4 6.7 3.4 4.9 
4: Strongly 
disagree 1.2 2.0 2.2 0.8 0.0 2.1 
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0 100.1 
Mean of 1,2,3,4 1.74 1.82 1.81 1.67 1.57b 1.93 ** ** 
8: Don't know 2.8 2.0 8.2 2.5 1.3 5.9 
bFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .01 level or less. (Table C.15 continued) 
TABLE C.15--Continued. 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b~ Sam~le Differences b~ Sam~le Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
e LANDFILL Allow All HHW in Garbage Landfill 
OK FOR 
HHW 
1: Strongly agree 5.6 4.5 1.2 6.0 10.8 3.0 
2: Agree 29.8 39.8 37.6 24.4 36.0 23.7 
3: Disagree 45.6 43.9 44.7 46.0 43.9 48.9 
(""') 4: Strongly 
I disagree 19.0 12.8 16.5 23.5 9.4 24.4 
.j:::. 
-....,J Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.1 100.0 
Mean of 1,2,3,4 2.78 2.64 2.77 2.87a 2.52 2.95 ** ** 
8: Don't know 7.1 11.9 13.3 7.4 7.3 11.8 
aFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .05 level or less. 
TABLE C.16. Program Preferences (Percents) 
July 1987 Survey 
(a) (b) 
Question Variable 
Number Name 
Q.16a PROGRAM 
(c) 
Description 
(d) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
Which Program Would You Prefer? 
(Missing data and "don't know" excluded.) 
Collection site 
for drop off 40.2 34.5 67.7 
Curbside pickup 58.8 63.4 32.3 
Neither 1.0 2.1 0.0 
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 
b SITE OPEN How Often Should the Site Be Open? 
(e) 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
** ** 
October 1987 Survey 
(f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
48.8b 42.2 76.9 
50.6 56.5 20.4 
0.6 1.4 2.7 
100.0 100.1 100.0 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
** ** 
c;' (Percentages based on those who prefer a collection site. Missing data and "don't know" excluded.) 
~ 
(X) 
One or two days 
each year 
Monthly or more 
Totals 
4.1 
95.9 
100.0 
10.2 
89.8 
100.0 
10.3 
89.7 
100.0 
How Often Should There Be Curbside Pickup? 
9.3b 9.5 
90.7 90.5 
-- --100.0 100.0 
27.0b -
73.0 
100.0 
** ** 
c PICKUP 
FREQ'NCY (Percentages based on those who prefer curbside pickup. Missing data and "don't know" excluded.) 
One or two days 
each year 
Monthly or more 
Totals 
19.8 
80.2 
100.0 
30.6 
69.7 
100.0 
29.6 * 
70.4 
100.0 
25.4 
74.6 
100.0 
bFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .01 level or less. 
27.5 
72.5 
100.0 
51.7 
48.3 
100.0 
* ** 
(Table C.16 continued) 
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TABLE C.16--Continued. 
(a) (b) 
Question Variable 
Number Name 
(c) 
Description 
July 1987 Survey 
(d) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
(e) 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
d HOW PAY How Should a Special Collection Program Be Paid For? 
October 1987 Survey 
(f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
(Missing data and "don't know" excluded from all but "don't know" row.) 
Sales tax on 
hazardous 
products 47.7 40.5 38.5 49.2 39.1 40.3 * 
General sales tax 
revenue 10.3 9.5 10.3 11.0 13.3 11.6 
General local tax 
revenue 13.3 8.7 6.4 * 12.9 7.8 9.3 
Garbage truck fees 
at landfill 21.3 33.3 41.0 ** ** 21.2 36.7 25.6b ** 
Other 7.4 8.0 3.9 5.7 
--.!:..1 13.2b 
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Don't know 12.1 16.0 20.4 9.8 14.7 15.7 
bFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .01 level or less. 
("") 
I 
U1 
0 
TABLE C.17. Prospective Participation (Percents) 
(a) (b) 
Question Variable 
Number Name 
Q.18 PARTICI-
(Oct.) PATE ON 
SEPT. 13 
Q.17a PARTICI-
(July) PATION 
Q.19a 
(Oct.) 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
b:t Sam~le Differences b:t Sam~le Differences 
(c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Did You Participate in the Se~tember 13 Collection? (Asked in October survey only. IINot applicable ll 
includes those not asked the question because they answered IINo ll to Q.17a of the October survey--see 
Table C.18.) 
Yes 2.5 0.0 9.9 ** ** 
No, or not applicable 97.5 100.0 90.1 
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Would You Partici~ate in an HHW Collection Da~? 
(Missing data and IIdon't know ll excluded from all but IIdon't know ll row.) 
Yes 85.8 84.5 86.2 85.7 86.7 89.9 
No 14.2 15.5 13.8 14.3 13.3 10.1 
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Don't know 5.5 6.0 4.1 3.5 4.7 3.3 
* 
(Table C.17 continued) 
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TABLE C.17--Continued. 
(a) (b) 
Question Variable 
Number Name 
(c) 
Description 
July 1987 Survey 
(d) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) 
CUF 
(2) 
Decatur 
(3) 
Farm 
(e) 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
How Many Miles Would You Travel To HHW Collection Site? 
October 1987 Survey 
(f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
by Sample Differences 
(1) (2) (3) between Samples 
CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.17b MILES 
(July) ("Don't know" and "does not drive" excluded from all but "don't know" and "does not drive" rows.) 
Q.19b 
(Oct. ) 
Zero mi 1 es (and 
would not parti-
cipate: Q.17a) 19.3 22.4 
1-4 miles 18.3 17.2 
5 miles 26.7 29.9 
6-10 miles 23.0 23.8 
11-15 miles 5.6 3.0 
16-30 miles 6.0 6.0 
More than 30 miles 1.2 0.7 
Totals 100.0 100.0 
Median, based on 
full distribution 4.96 4.85 
Mean, full distri-
bution 6.84 6.28 
Mean, excluding 
cases with values 
over 30 or under 
one 7.78 7.27 
Does not drive 2.4 2.0 
Don't know 4.2 9.3 
19.1 
8.9 
9.0 
26.9 
15.7 
18.0 
2.2 
99.8 
9.96 
11.37 * 
13.03 
0.0 
9.2 
** 
** 
17.8 
17.5 
29.1 
23.6 
6.1 
5.1 
0.7 
99.9 
5.01 
6.65 
7.59 
1.9 
4.5 
17.5 
18.2 
32.2 
26.6 
2.8 
2.1 
~ 
100.1 
4.94 
5.90 
7.03 
1.3 
3.3 
10.7 
6.0 
10.1 
26.2 
16.8 
28.2 
2.0 
100.0 
10.36 
12.80 
14.80 
0.0 
2.6 
** ** 
* ** 
(Table C.17 continued) 
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TABLE C.17--Continued. 
(a) (b) 
Question Variable 
Number Name 
(c) 
Description 
July 1987 Survey 
(d) (e) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Would You Bring Agricultural Waste? 
October 1987 Survey 
(f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
by Sample Differences 
(1) (2) (3) between Samples 
CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.17c AG WASTE 
(July) (Farmers only. Asked in July survey only. IIDon't know ll included; missing data (one case) excluded.) 
Yes 43.3 
No 34.0 
Would not partici-
pate: Q.17a 13.4 
Don't know 9.3 
Total 100.0 
TABLE C.18. Heard About HHW Collection Day (Percents) 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(a) (d) (e) (f) (g) 
Question Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
Number (b) b~ Sam~le Differences b~ Sam~le Differences 
(Answer Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
Code) Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.18a HEARD OF Heard Anything About HHW Collection Day? 
(July) DAY 
Q.17a Yes, heard of 
(Oct. ) day 3.2 .7 9.2 ** ** ** 44.3b 10.7b 71.2b ** ** ** 
Q.18b HOW HEARD How Did You Hear About It? 
(July) 
Q.17b 
n (Oct. ) I 
c.n 
w 
(01) BROCHURE % of total sample 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.7 
% of lIyes li 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.9 
(02) POSTER % of total sample 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 
% of lIyes li 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 
(03) FLYER % of total sample 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.1b 0.7 8.5b ** ** 
% of lIyes li 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.6 6.3 11.9 
(04) NEIGHBOR % of total sample 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.4b 0.0 1.3 
% of lIyes li 0.0 0.0 11.1 3.1 0.0 1.8 
(05) FAMILY % of total sample 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.1> 1.3 
% of lIyes li 4.5 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 1.8 
(06) WORK % of total sample 0.4 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 1.3 
% of lIyes li 13.6 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.0 1.8 
(07) CLUB % of total sample 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 
% of lIyes li 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 
bFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .01 level or less. (Table C.18 continued) 
TABLE C.18--Continued. 
Jul,Y 1987 Surve,Y October 1987 Surve,Y 
(a) (d) (e) (f) (g) 
Question Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
Number (b) boY Samele Differences boY Samele Differences 
(Answer Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sameles (1) (2) (3) between Sameles 
Code) Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
(08) CHURCH % of total sample 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
(09) FARM % of "yes" 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 
BUREAU % of total sample 0.1 0.0 3.1 0.3 0.0 25.5b 
% of "yes" 4.5 0.0 33.3 0.6 0.0 35.8 ** ** 
(10) SCHOOL % of total sample 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(11) LIBRARY % of total sample 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(12) NEWSPAPER % of total sample 2.0 0.7 3.1 23.6b 2.0 35.9b ** ** ** 
("'"') % of "yes" 63.6 100.0 33.3 53.2 18.8 50.5 I 
()1 
~ (13) RADIO % of total sample 0.8 0.0 0.0 8.9b 2.0 19.0b ** ** ** 
% of "yes" 27.3 0.0 0.0 20.0 18.8 26.6 
(14) TV % of total sample 0.1 0.0 1.0 16.2b 6.7b 22.2b ** ** 
% of "yes" 4.5 0.0 11.1 36.6 62.5 31.2 
(15) MAGAZINE % of total sample 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 5.9a ** ** 
% of "yes" 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 8.3 
(16) MALL % of total sample 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
% of "yes" 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 
(17) FAIR % of total sample 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(18) OTHER % of total sample 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2b 0.0 4.6a ** 
(98) DON'T % of "yes" 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.0 6.4 
KNOW % of total sample 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.1b 1.3 0.7 
% of "yes" 0.0 0.0 11.1 2.5 12.5 0.9 
aFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .05 level or less. 
bFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .01 level or less. 
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TABLE C.19. Main Local News Source (Percents) 
(a) (b) 
Question Variable 
Number Name 
Q.19 SOURCE 
(July) 
Q.21 
(Oct. ) 
(c) 
Description 
July 1987 Survey 
(d) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
(e) 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
What Is Your Main Source of Local News? 
Newspaper 50.4 55.8 61.2 * 
Radio 9.3 7.5 6.1 
Television 35.6 34.0 24.5 
All other 3.3 0.7 3.1 
None 1.4 2.0 2.0 
Totals 100.0 100.0 99.9 
October 1987 Survey 
(f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
53.4 50.0 63.8 
10.3 10.8 9.9 
33.3 37.2 22.4 
2.6 1.4 3.3 
0.4 0.7 0.7 
100.0 100.1 100.1 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
* * 
** ** 
n 
I 
U1 
0) 
TABLE C.20. Favorite TV Station for Local News (Percents) 
July 1987 Survey October 1987 Survey 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
(a) (b) 
Question Variable 
Number Name 
Q.20 TV STATION 
(July) 
Q.22 
(Oct. ) 
(c) 
Description 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
What One Television Station Do You Watch Most Often for Local News? 
Ch 3 WCIA CBS 74.7 30.6 93.8 ** ** ** 69.3a 29.7 88.7 
Ch 12 WILL PBS 1.3 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.7 0.0 
Ch 15 WICD NBC 14.0 0.0 4.2 ** * ** 14.4 0.7 7.3 
Ch 17 WAND ABC 2.1 61.9 0.0 ** ** 5.7b 63.9 0.7 
Other channels 0.6 4.8 0.0 0.4 2.7 0.0 
None 7.3 2.7 2.1 ** ** 8.1 2.7 3.3 
-- --Totals 100.0 100.0 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 
aFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .05 level or less. 
bFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .01 level or less. 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
** ** ** 
** ** ** 
** ** ** 
** ** 
TABLE C.21. Favorite Local Radio Station (Percents) 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b~ Sam~le Differences b~ Sam~le Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.21 RADIO STN Which One Local Radio Station Do You Listen To Most Often? 
(July) (Missing data and "don't know" excluded.) 
Q.23 
(Oct.) 
WBGL FM (91.7) 3.0 0.0 1.1 1.8 0.7 2.7 
WOWS FM (97.5) 7.0 0.0 8.5 ** ** 6.6 0.0 9.6 ** ** 
("") WEFT FM (90.1) 0.9 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.7 0.0 
I WILL FM (90.9) 5.4 1.4 2.1 (J1 ** 6.9 0.7 2.1 ** ** 
'-J 
WKIO FM (103.9) 8.7 0.0 1.1 ** ** 10.9 0.0 .7 ** ** 
WLRW FM (94.5) 23.3 2.1 12.8 ** ** ** 23.9 4.0 6.8 ** ** 
WPGU FM (107.1) 10.6 0.0 1.1 ** ** ** 11.7 0.7 0.0 ** ** 
WSOY FM (102.9) 0.0 30.6 0.0 ** ** 0.1 39.7 0.0 ** ** 
WOWS AM (1400) 15.4 0.0 38.3 ** ** ** 14.0 0.7 41.1 ** ** ** 
WILL AM (580) 8.7 0.0 2.1 ** ** 6.3 0.7 2.7 ** * 
WJTX AM (1580) 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 
WSOY AM (1340) 0.0 31.3 0.0 ** ** 0.0 26.0 0.0 ** ** 
All other stations 4.3 20.8 26.6 ** ** 4.9 15.1 23.3 * * ** 
None 11.7 13.9 6.4 10.5 11.0 11.0 
Totals 100.0 100.1 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Don't know 2.7 4.6 4.1 2.6 2.7 4.6 
TABLE C.22. Reading Local Newspapers (Percents) 
Ju11 1987 Surve1 October 1987 Surve1 
(a) (d) (e) (f) (g) 
Question Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
Number (b) b1 Sam[:!le Differences b1 Sam[:!le Differences 
(Answer Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam[:!les (1) (2) (3) between Sam[:!les 
Code) Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.22 LOCAL What News[:!a[:!ers Do You Read That Carr1 Local News? 
(July) PAPERS (Multiple answers permitted.) 
Q.24 
(Oct.) 
(1) D ILLINI UI Daily 111 i ni lS.S 0.0 1.0 ** ** 22.1a 0.0 0.0 ** ** 
(2) N-GAZETTE CU News-Gazette 82.8 0.0 87.8 ** ** 80.S 0.7 94.1a ** ** ** 
("") (3) HERALD Decatur Herald 
I Review 0.3 94.0 0.0 ** ** 0.0 86.7a 0.0 ** ** CJ1 
(Xl (4) RNTL PRESS Rantoul Press 0.0 0.0 13.3 ** ** 0.1 0.0 7.8 ** ** 
(S) OTHER Other newspapers 1.0 S.3 21.4 * ** ** 0.8 11.3a 19.0 ** ** ** 
(6) NO NEWS No newspapers 9.3 6.0 3.1 ** 6.8 12.0 1.3 * ** * 
aFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .OS level or less. 
CJ 
I 
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TABLE C.23. Attending to Information (Percents) 
(a) (b) 
Question Variable 
Number Name 
(c) 
Description 
July 1987 Survey 
(d) (e) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.23 ATTENTION Pays Attention To What Types of Information? 
(July) 
Q.25 
(Oct.) 
a KINDS HAZ The Kinds of Products That Are Hazardous 
b USE HAZ 
c DANGERS 
d DISPOSAL 
e NONHAZ 
Yes, pays 
attention 55.8 58.5 73.2 
How To Use and Store Hazardous Products 
Yes, pays 
attention 74.6 76.8 
Dangers with Hazardous Products 
Yes, pays 
attention 83.9 83.2 
How To Dispose of Hazardous Waste 
Yes, pays 
attention 69.4 77.9 
Nonhazardous Alternatives 
Yes, pays 
attention 59.2 59.5 
88.7 
97.9 
89.4 
75.0 
* ** 
* ** 
** ** 
* ** 
* ** 
October 1987 Survey 
(f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
72.4b 75.8b 75.0 
85.9b 88.7b 85.0 
89.5b 89.3 91.5a 
75.8b 78.0 88.4 
64.4a 63.9 71.8 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
-
* * 
aFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .05 level or less. 
bFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .01 level or less. 
CJ 
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TABLE C.24. Participation in Recycling (Percents) 
(a) (b) 
Question Variable 
Number Name 
Q.24 RECYCLING 
(July) 
Q.26 
(Oct. ) 
(c) 
Description 
July 1987 Survey 
(d) (e) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Extent of Recyc 1 i ng Cans, Bottles, and Ne\'iSPCipers 
1: Recycles all of 
them 18.7 4.0 10.2 
2: Recycles most 14.7 6.6 21.4 
3: Recycles some 29.3 27.2 29.6 
4: Never recycles 37.3 62.3 38.8 
Totals 100.0 100.1 100.0 
Means 1,2,3,4 2.85 3.48 2.97 ** ** 
October 1987 Survey 
(f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
13.9 7.3 11.1 
14.6 8.7 19.0 
27.2 17.3 38.6 
44.3 66.7 31.4 
100.0 100.0 100.1 
3.02b 3.43 2.90 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
** ** 
bFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .01 level or less. 
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TABLE C.25. Availability of Curbside Recycling (Percents) 
(a) (b) 
Question Variable 
Number Name 
(c) 
Description 
July1987 Survey 
(d) (e) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.25 
(July) 
Q.27 
(Oct. ) 
CURBSIDE Self-Report of Availability of Curbside Recycling 
("Don't know" included in base.) 
Saying they live 
in neighborhood 
with curbside 
recycling 41.8 3.3 9.2 ** ** 
Saying they don't 51.4 92.7 88.8 
Don't know 6.8 4.0 2.0 
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 
October 1987 Survey 
(f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
34.3a 4.0 10.5 
53.8 90.7 83.0 
11.9 5.3 6.6 
100.0 100.0 100.1 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
** * ** 
aFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .05 level or less. 
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TABLE C.25, 27. Location of Residence in Champaign-Urbana (Percents) 
(a) (b) 
Question Variable 
Number Name . 
Q.25 UNIV AVE 
(July) 
Q.28 
(Oct. ) 
Q.27a PROSPECT 
(July) 
Q.29a 
(Oct. ) 
b VINE ST 
NE CHAMPAIGN 
NW CHAMPAIGN 
SE CHAMPAIGN 
SW CHAMPAIGN 
NE URBANA 
NW URBANA 
SE URBANA 
SW URBANA 
FRINGE 
UNCLASSIFIED 
(d) 
Descriptive Statistics of Samples 
(c) July 1987 October 1987 
Description Survey Survey 
Live North or South of University Avenue? 
Live East or West of Prospect Avenue? 
Live East or West of Vine/Cunningham? 
N. of University Ave., E. of Prospect Ave. 8.5 7.8 
(N) (50) (57) 
N. of University Ave., W. of Prospect Ave. 10.9 11.5 
(N) (77) (85) 
S. of University Ave., E. of Prospect Ave. 17.8 17.8 
(N) (125) (131) 
S. of University Ave., W. of Prospect Ave. 19.5 21.7 
(N) (138) (159) 
N. of University Ave., E. of Vine/C'ham Ave. 4.5 4.4 
(N) (32) (50) 
N. of University Ave., W. of Vine/C'ham Ave. 3.8 2.9 
(N) (27) (21) 
S. of University Ave., E. of Vine/C'ham Ave. 16.1 12.1 
(N) (114) (89) 
S. of University Ave., W. of Vine/C'ham Ave. 11.0 10.1 
(N) (78) (74) 
Immediate urbanized fringe around C/U, including Savoy 5.5 7.6 
(N) (39) (56) 
Not classified due to missing data, "donlt know," and 
conflicting answers 2.5 2.5 
(N) 
-.ill2. -.ill2. 
Total 100.1 100.0 
(N) (709) (734) 
TABLE C.28. Type of Housing (Percents) 
Jul,Y 1987 Surve,Y October 1987 Surve,Y 
( d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) boY Sam~le Differences boY Sam~le Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.28 HOUSING 
(July) 
Q.30 
(Oct.) 
Single family house 56.3 81.5 92.9 ** ** ** 52.7 82.7 98.0 ** ** ** 
Duplex, two-flat 6.5 4.0 4.1 6.0 1.3 2.0 ** ** CJ 
I Apartment, town-0) 
w house 31.7 10.6 1.0 ** ** ** 36.5 11.3 0.0 ** ** ** 
Trailer, mobile 
home 4.7 4.0 2.0 3.3 4.7 0.0 ** ** 
Something else 0.8 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 
Totals 100.0 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
("") 
I 
O"l 
.,f::. 
TABLE C.29. OWnership Status (Percents) 
(a) (b) 
Question Variable 
Number Name 
Q.29 OWN/RENT 
(July) 
Q.31 
(Oct. ) 
(c) 
Description 
July 1987 Survey 
(d) (e) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Do You Own or Rent Your Home? 
OWn 53.7 79.3 85.7 ** ** 
Rent 45.7 20.7 13.3 
Other 0.6 0.0 1.0 
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 
October 1987 Survey 
(f) (9) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
50.0 76.7 79.1 
49.9 23.3 19.6 
0.1 0.0 1.3 
100.0 100.0 100.0 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
** ** 
TABLE C-30. Household Size and Composition (Percents) 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b~ Sam~le Differences b~ Sam~le Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.30a HHLD SIZE Household Size 
(July) One person 24.6 24.0 10.2 22.9 16.7 5.3 
Q.32a Two person 38.6 34.7 39.8 37.2 37.3 49.3 
(Oct.) 3-4 people 28.4 35.3 38.8 33.2 32.7 39.5 
5 or more 8.5 6.0 11.2 6.7 13.3 5.9 
Totals 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean of full 
distribution 2.46 2.49 2.91 * ** 2.65 2.78 2.71 
CJ Mean of full 
I 
0'\ di stribution, CJ1 less two highest 
cases 2.50 
Q.30b ELDERLY Number of Persons Aged 65 or Over in Household 
(July) None 85.5 70.9 74.5 88.4 78.0 78.3 
Q.32b One person 9.4 17.2 10.2 5.7 14.0 11.2 
(Oct.) 2 or more 5.1 11.9 15.3 5.9 8.0 10.6 
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0 100.1 
Mean of full 
distribution .199 .393 .437 ** * .175 .300 .329 * ** 
Q.30c SCHOOL Number of Children Aged 5-17 in Household 
(July) None 75.9 74.9 67.3 76.8 62.7 75.8 
Q.32c One 14.2 9.3 10.2 12.0 15.3 11.1 
(Oct. ) 2 or more 9.9 15.9 22.4 11.2 22.0 13.1 
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean of full 
distribution .378 .433 .612 * .403 .707a .418 ** * 
aFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .05 level or less. 
('") 
I 
(j) 
(j) 
TABLE C.31. Educational Attainment of Respondent (Percents) 
(a) (b) 
Question Variable 
Number Name 
Q.31 EDUCATION 
(July) 
Q.33 
(Oct. ) 
(c) 
Description 
July 1987 Survey 
(d) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) 
CUF 
(2) 
Decatur 
(3) 
Farm 
(e) 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Highest Grade or Year of School Completed b~ Respondent 
Less than high 
school grad 6.5 13.3 14.3 
High school grad 21.6 36.7 49.0 
Some college 25.0 22.0 20.4 
4-yr college grad 21.7 18.7 12.2 
Graduate school 25.2 9.3 4.1 
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean # years of 
education 14.6 13.4 12.5 ** * ** 
October 1987 Survey 
(f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
6.1 15.3 9.2 
19.9 36.7 54.6 
26.0 26.7 17.8 
22.8 14.0 13.2 
25.2 2:1 5.2 
100.0 100.0 100.0 
14.7 13.0 12.8 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
** ** 
CJ 
I 
Q) 
........ 
TABLE C.32. Age of Respondent (Percents) 
(a) (b) 
Question Variable 
Number Name 
Q.32 AGE 
(July) 
Q.34 
(Oct. ) 
(c) 
Description 
July 1987 Survey 
(d) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(l) 
CUF 
(2) 
Decatur 
(3) 
Farm 
(e) 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Respondent's Age (Age = 1987-Year of birth) 
Under 20 0.6 1.4 0.0 
21 - 24 15.8 6.1 3.1 
25 - 29 16.9 10.1 6.2 
30 - 34 15.2 9.5 9.3 
35 - 44 23.3 18.2 17.5 
45 - 64 15.9 33.8 42.3 
65 or over 12.1 20.9 21.6 
Totals 99.8 100.0 100.0 
Mean age 39.5 48.1 51.4 ** ** 
October 1987 Survey 
(f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
1.9 0.0 0.0 
18.8 6.0 0.7 
17.7 12.0 6.6 
13.8 16.0 4.6 
18.4 23.3 20.4 
19.8 25.3 52.0 
9.5 17.3 15.8 
99.9 99.9 100.1 
38.3 45.0 52.0 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
** ** ** 
n 
I 
O'l 
co 
TABLE C.33. Voter Participation (Percents) 
(a) (b) 
Question Variable 
Number Name 
Q.33 VOTER 
(July) 
Q.25 
(Oct. ) 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ 
(d) (e) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
b~ Sam2le Differences 
(c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam2les 
Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Normally Vote in Local Elections? 
Yes 
No 
Totals 
63.8 79.5 94.9 ** 
36.2 20.5 ~ 
100.0 100.0 100.0 
** ** 
October 1987 Surve~ 
(f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
b~ Sam2le Differences 
(1) (2) (3) between Sam2les 
CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
61.1 77.2 94.1 ** ** ** 
38.9 22.8 ~ 
100.0 100.0 100.0 
n 
I 
0) 
!-O 
TABLE C.34. Employment status of Respondent (Percents) 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(a) (d) (e) (f) (g) 
Question Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
Number (b) b~ Sam~le Differences b~ Sam~le Differences 
(Answer Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
Code) Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.34a EMPLOYED Are You Currently ... ? 
(July) 
Q.35a 
(Oct. ) 
(1) Employed full time 54.0 45.3 43.9 54.2 53.3 54.9 
(2) Employed part time 16.6 11.3 9.2 * 18.0 12.7 11.8 
(3) Not employed at 
33.3a all 29.3 43.3 46.9 ** ** 27.9 34.0 
Totals 99.9 99.9 100.0 100.1 100.0 100.0 
Q.34b HOW NOT (Asked only of those who said they were not employed. Percentages based on total sample. Note that 
(July) EMPLOYED answer codes 4, 5, and 6 provide estimates only for those who are not employed; employed persons with 
Q.35b these roles were skipped to the next question.) 
(Oct.) 
(1) Retired 8.9 22.0 10.2 ** * 7.8 
(2) Disabled 1.7 1.3 0.0 1.1 
(3) Temp. unemployed 2.7 3.3 0.0 1.3 
(4) Student 6.9 0.7 0.0 ** ** 1l.Ob 
(5) Keeping house 7.6 12.0 34.7 ** ** 5.4 
(6) Not looking for work~ 4.0 2.0 1.3 
Total not employed 29.4 43.3 46.9 27.9 
aFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .05 level or less. 
bFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .01 level or less. 
18.0 9.2 ** * 
3.3 0.0 
1.3 0.7 
0.7 0.0 ** ** 
10.0 18.3b * * ** 
0.7 3.9 * 
34.0 32.1 
('") 
I 
" 0 
TABLE C.35. Occupation of Respondent (Percents) 
(a) (b) 
Question Variable 
Number Name 
(c) 
Description 
July 1987 Survey 
(d) (e) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.35 OCCUPATION Respondent's Present or Last Occupation 
October 1987 Survey 
(f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
(July) (Not asked of those with answer codes 4, 5, or 6 in the previous question. Answers do not apply to others 
Q.36 in household. Percentages based on total sample, excluding "don't know" and missing data.) 
(Oct.) 
Manager, profes-
sional 
Technical, sales, 
administrative 
support 
Service occupa-
tions, including 
child care 
Farming 
Blue collar 
Other, unclassified 
No occupation 
[answer codes 
4, 5, 6 in 
previous ques-
31.9 
26.4 
12.0 
0.4 
12.1 
1.0 
tion] 16.2 
Totals 100.0 
31.3 
19.3 
7.3 
0.7 
23.3 
1.3 
16.7 
99.9 
6.1 
10.2 
3.1 
40.8 
2.0 
1.0 
36.7 
99.9 
** 
* 
** 
** ** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
32.9 
25;6 
12.2 
1.1 
8.9 
1.0 
18.4 
100.1 
aFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .05 level or less. 
27.9 13.1 
26.5a 14.4 
10.2 3.9 
1.4 43.8 
20.4 2.6 
1.4 0.7 
12.2 21.6 
100.0 100.1 
** ** 
** ** 
** ** 
** ** 
** ** ** 
* ** 
TABLE C.36, 37, 38, 39, 40. 1986 Household Income (Percents) 
Jul~ 1987 Surve~ October 1987 Surve~ 
(d) (e) (f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of Descriptive Statistics T-Tests of 
(a) (b) b~ Sam~le Differences b~ Sam~le Differences 
Question Variable (c) (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les (1) (2) (3) between Sam~les 
Number Name Description CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) CUF Decatur Farm (1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
Q.36-40 INCOME During 1986, Was Your Total Household Income ••• ? 
(July) ("Refused, II "don't know, II and missing data excluded from all but final row.) 
Q.37-41 
(Oct. ) 
Less than $10,000 19.2 11.2 0.0 20.8 5.4 2.9 
$10,000-$19,999 23.6 22.4 20.0 20.1 24.9 10.5 
$20,000-$29,999 20.4 20.8 27.1 21.3 22.5 18.1 
$30,000-$40,000 12.9 24.0 25.7 16.4 24.8 28.6 
("") $40,001-$50,000 10.5 10.4 10.4 9.6 12.4 16.2 I 
...... $50,001-$60,000 6.8 4.8 5.7 5.0 3.1 10.5 ...... 
$60,001-$70,000 2.4 1.6 2.9 2.0 3.1 7.6 
More than $70,000 ~ 4.8 7.1 4.9 3.9 5.7 
Totals 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.1 100.1 100.1 
(N) (619) (125) (70) (658) (729) (105) 
Mean income (in 
thousands) 27.3 29.5 34.0 ** 27.2 30.1 38.7 ** ** 
"Refused," "don't 
know," and 
missing data 12.7 17.2 28.6 10.4 14.0 31.4 
(N) (90) (26) (28) (76) (21) (48) 
n 
I 
'-J 
N 
TABLE C.41. Gender of Respondent (Percents) 
(a) (b) 
Question Variable 
Number Name 
Q.41 GENDER 
(July) 
Q.42 
(Oct.) 
(c) 
Description 
July 1987 Survey 
(d) (e) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
(Not asked of respondent.) 
Male 43.8 31.1 34.7 ** 
Female 56.2 68.9 65.3 
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 
October 1987 Survey 
(f) (g) 
Descriptive Statistics 
by Sample 
(1) (2) (3) 
CUF Decatur Farm 
43.9 46.0b 41.2 
56.1 54.0 58.8 
100.0 100.0 100.0 
T-Tests of 
Differences 
between Samples 
(1:2) (2:3) (1:3) 
bFigure in Column f shows a significant change from July survey at .01 level or less. 
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MARGINS OF ERROR AND PROCEDURES FOR ESTIMATING 
HOUSEHOLD POPULATION COUNTS 
0.1. Margins of Error 
Most of the data reported here are sample percentages that stand 
as estimates of population percentages. There is some random sampling 
error associated with each percentage estimate (see Section 4.3). The 
confidence interval is the range around the sample percentage within 
which the true population percentage will likely fall. The likelihood 
of the true population percentage falling within this range is deter-
mined by selecting a "confidence level," which by convention is often 
set at 90 percent, 95 percent, or 99 percent (respectively indicating a 
significance level of p = .10, .05, or .01, the probability of the popu-
lation percentage being outside the range). 
The margin of error for a sample percentage is also dependent on 
the sample size and on the percentage itself. Confidence intervals get 
wider as the sample size gets smaller, as the sample percentage departs 
in either direction from 50 percent, and as the confidence level gets 
larger (or significance level gets smaller). 
Table 0.1 shows margins of error for selected sample percentages or 
proportions, for both the 95 percent and the 99 percent confidence 
levels, and for samples of the sizes obtained for each of the three main 
samples in the July survey. In addition, the Champaign/Urbana sample 
has been broken down into the three component subsamples: the City of 
Champaign, the City of Urbana, and the immediate urbanized fringe. The 
fringe subsample is too small for much meaningful estimation and must be 
treated with great caution. Because the October survey has nearly iden-
tical sample sizes, the table can be applied to the October survey as 
well. 
Using Table 0.1, confidence intervals may be expressed as the 
obtained sample percentage plus or minus the margin of error. For 
example, in the July survey it was found that 65 percent of Urbana 
respondents try to buy less-hazardous substitutes for HHM. The 95 per-
cent confidence interval for this percentage is plus or minus the margin 
of error of 5.8 percentage paints, or between 59.2 percent and 70.8 per-
cent. Put another way, there is a 95 percent probability that somewhere 
between 59.2 percent and 70.8 percent of all households in Urbana try to 
buy nonhazardous substitutes. Stated still another way, there is only a 
5 percent chance that the true population percentage falls outside this 
range. 
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TABLE 0.1. Margins of Error for Various Percentage Point Estimates, for 
all Three Samples and Selected Subsamples: July 1987 Surveya 
Sample and Sample Size 
Confi- Obtained Champaignl City of City of Fringe City of Champaign 
dence Sample Urbana Champaign Urbana of C/U Decatur Farmers 
Level Percentage 709 409 261 39 151 98 
95% 
2.0% (or 98.0%) 1.0 1.4 1.7 4.4 2.2 2.8 
5.0% (or 95.0%) 1.6 2.1 2.6 6.8 3.5 4.3 
10.0% (or 90.0%) 2.2 2.9 3.6 9.4 4.8 5.9 
20.0% (or 80.0%) 2.9 3.9 4.9 12.6 6.4 7.9 
35.0% (or 65.0%) 3.5 4.6 5.8 15.0 7.6 9.4 
50.0% 3.7 4.8 6.1 15.7 8.0 9.9 
99% 
2.0% (or 98.0%) 1.4 1.8 2.2 5.8 2.9 3.6 
5.0% (or 95.0%) 2.1 2.8 3.5 9.0 4.6 5.7 
10.0% (or 90.0%) 2.9 3.8 4.8 12.4 6.3 7.8 
20.0% (or 80.0%) 3.9 5.1 6.4 16.5 8.4 10.4 
35.0% (or 65.0%) 4.6 6.1 7.6 19.7 10.0 12.4 
50.0% 4.8 6.4 8.0 20.7 10.5 13.0 
aMargins of error are stated in percentage pOints. 
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0.2. Sampling Ratios and the Number of Households 
Represented by Each Respondent in Each Sample 
Some estimates of the number of households in the population having 
particular traits are reported. These estimates are projections from 
samples, based on sampling ratios (sample size divided by number of 
households in the population) and their inverse (population divided by 
sample size. For the July survey, Table 0.2 gives the sampling ratios 
for each sample, the inverse or number of households in the population 
"represented" by each respondent, and the number of households in the 
population "represented" by each tenth of a percentage point in a per-
centaged distribution of all respondents. 
TABLE 0.2. Sampling Ratios and Their Inverse, for Each Sample: 
July 1987 Survey 
Champaign/Urbana Champaign 
and Urbanized County 
Category Fringe Decatur Farmers 
Number of households in: 
Sample 709 151 98 
Populationa 37,895 34,950 1,792 
Sampling ratio .0187 .0043 .0547 
Number of households in the 
population "represented" 
by each: 
Respondent in the sample 53.5 231.5 18.3 
Tenth of a percentage point 
in the sample 37.9 35.0 1.8 
apopulation household counts were estimated by procedures discussed in 
Section 0.3. 
These figures are based on a calculated estimate that there were 
37,895 households in CUF on July 1, 1987. For Decatur, the estimated 
total number of households is 34,950. The estimated number of farming 
households in Champaign county is 1,792. The next section provides 
details on how these estimates were determined. These July 1987 popula-
tion figures were also applied to the October survey for the purpose of 
making estimates of the number of households having particular traits. 
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0.3. Procedures for Estimating July 1, 1987, Total Population 
of Households for Champaign/Urbana, Decatur, 
and Champaign County Farmers 
0.3.1. Champaign/Urbana and Fringe 
The U.S. Bureau of the Census (1986) developed and released figures 
giving July 1, 1984, local population estimates for Champaign and Urbana. 
The City of Urbana challenged the estimate for Urbana, claiming that 
they are substantially below the actual population. The City of 
Champaign accepted the 1980 and 1984 figures for Champaign. We, there-
fore, take the July 1, 1984, population estimate for Champaign as a con-
sensually valid starting pOint. ' 
According to the U.S. Census, the City of Champaign grew by 2,090 
from 58,267 in April 1, 1980, to 60,357 on July 1, 1984. This is an 
average annual growth rate of just under 492 persons for the 4.25 years. 
If this same growth rate is assumed to apply to the three-year period 
from July 1, 1984, to July 1, 1987, an extra 1,475 persons should be 
added to give a July 1, 1987, population of 61,832 for the City of 
Champaign. 
Only a portion of this population resided in households at the time 
of the survey; the remainder resided in "group quarters" (comprised of 
ten or more unrelated persons) or as inmates of institutions. All of 
the latter and virtually all of the former were excluded from our sample 
by design, and none were included in fact. We are, therefore, 
interested in the population living in households, which was 84.5 per-
cent of the total population of the City of Champaign in the 1980 
Census. Applying this percentage to the estimated July 1, 1987, total 
population of Champaign yields an estimated Champaign population living 
in households of 52,248 on July 1, 1987. 
To transform number of people in households to the number of house-
holds, we need a good estimate of the average number of people per 
household. In the 1980 Census, there were 2.31 people per household in 
Champaign. In our July 1987 sample data, this ratio was 2.478. This 
apparent rise in people per household may accurately reflect the local 
impact of a nationwide increase in average household size during the 
early 1980's. There is also some known tendency for smaller households 
to be slightly underrepresented in telephone surveys (Groves and Kahn, 
1979:155-61). This suggests that the true 1987 average household size 
might be somewhere between 2.31 (the 1980 Census figure) and 2.478 (our 
July 1987 sample figure). We, therefore, used the average of these two 
figures, or 2.39 to estimate July 1, 1987, people per household in 
Champaign. Dividing 2.39 into 52,248 (the July 1, 1987, number of 
people in Champaign households) yields an estimate of 21,861 households 
in the City of Champaign on July 1, 1987. 
As noted earlier, Urbana has challenged the 1984 Urbana population 
estimates published by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. We, therefore, 
used a different starting point in order to arrive at an estimate of the 
number of households in Urbana in July 1987. We started with a good 
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estimate of the ratio of households in Urbana to households in 
Champaign, and multiplied that ratio by our U.S. Census-based estimate 
of the number of households in Champaign. It is a reasonably safe 
assumption, given the sampling and data collection proc~dures for the 
CUF survey reported here, that the ratio of Urbana households to 
Champaign households in the survey (a ratio of 261 to 409, or .63814) 
has very high validity. Multiplying this ratio by the estimate of the 
number of households in the City of Champaign on July 1, 1987 (21,861) 
gives an estimate of 13,950 households in the City of Urbana as of July 
1, 1987. 
(This Urbana household estimate, when multiplied by the 2.37 
persons-per-household assumed from 1980 Census and 1987 sample data to 
apply to Urbana, and when adjusted to account for the fact that only 
78.5 percent of Urbana residents live in households according to the 
1980 Census, yields a total July 1, 1987, population estimate for Urbana 
of 42,473.) 
Finally, the July 1, 1987, population of the Champaign/Urbana imme-
diate urbanized fringe was estimated in the same way. The ratio of 
sample households in the fringe (39) to sample households in Champaign 
(409) is .09535. Multiplied by the estimated number of households in 
Champaign (21,861) provides an estimate of 2,084 households in the 
fringe on July 1, 1987. 
(The total July 1, 1987, population estimate for the fringe is 
5,624. This is derived from the fringe household estimate, from a sample 
and Census-based assumed average of 2.68 persons per fringe household, 
and from a 1980 Census-based assumption that 99.3 percent of fringe 
residents reside in households.) 
In total, then, the estimated number of households for Champaign, 
Urbana, and their immediate urbanized fringe on July 1, 1987, is 37,895. 
There is a bit of evidence of convergent validation for this estimate. 
While our procedures come up with 35,115 households in the Cities of 
Champaign and Urbana, a separate estimate of 35,811 households in these 
two cities in 1987 (month unknown) was developed by Marketing Economic 
Institute, Ltd., for the 1987 edition of Editor and Publisher. The 
small difference (less than 2 percent) seems due to a lower assumed 
average household size in the Marketing Economic Institute estimate. 
D.3.2. Decatur 
The procedures used to estimate Decatur1s total number of house-
holds in July 1987 were identical to those used for the City of 
Champaign. Specifically, the U.S. Bureau of the Census (1986) reported 
a July 1, 1984, population of 91,851, down from 93,939 in the April 1980 
Census. Projecting this decline forward gives a July 1987 Decatur popu-
lation of 90,378. Of these, 97.45 percent (the 1980 percentage) were 
assumed to live in households, for a total of 88,073 Decatur household 
residents. Assuming 2.52 persons per household (averaging the 1980 
Census figure of 2.55 and the 1987 sample figure of 2.49), gives a total 
of 34,950 households in Decatur in July 1987. 
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0.3.3. Champaign County Farm Bureau Farmers 
According to the U.S. Census of Agriculture, there were 1,871 farms 
in Champaign County in 1982 (reported in Champaign County Regional 
Planning Commission, 1987). Only those agricultural operations having 
sales of $1,000 or more in 1982 were counted as farms. By this defini-
tion, the number of Champaign County farms had been declining at the 
rate of 31.5 (or less than 2 percent) per year from the 1978 Census 
of Agriculture to the 1982 Census of Agriculture. (The statewide rate 
of decline during this period was more than double the Champaign County 
rate.) Applyi ng the 31.5 farms per year rate of decl i ne through July 1, 
1987, gives an estimate of 1,792 Champaign County farms. 
The farm sample in the present survey was, of course, taken from a 
list of 1,270 Champaign County Farm Bureau members. Of the 155 in our 
sample, only 63.2 percent were found to be in households that actually 
engage in farming. Applying this percentage to the entire 1,270 on the 
Farm Bureau list results in an estimate of 803 Farm Bureau farming 
households. This is only 45 percent of the 1,792 farms in the County, 
but probably represents the bulk of the larger, more productive farms. 
Wherever this report provides a projected count of the number of 
farm households having a particular trait (or the number of containers 
possessed or disposed of by these households), it is based on the inclu-
sive definition of the population as consisting of all 1,792 farms in 
Champaign County, and, therefore, assumes no difference between Farm 
Bureau farms and non-Farm Bureau farms. 
Wherever a more cautious interpretation is wanted, the reader may 
simply multiply any projected count of the number of farm households 
having a particular trait (or the number of containers possessed or 
disposed of by these households) by .45 to get the count among actively 
farming Champaign County Farm Bureau member households. 
Percentages can, of course, apply to either definition of the popu-
lation, depending on one's assumptions about the differences (or lack 
thereof) between Farm Bureau farms and non-Farm Bureau farms. 
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ASSUMPTIONS REGARDING AVERAGE CONTAINER SIZE 
The survey did not ask respondents for container size. To do so 
would have placed an overwhelming burden on the respondents and would 
have greatly lengthened the interview. 
People in solid waste management typically speak of the volume of 
waste in terms of cubic yards or tons rather than in terms of household 
or farm containers. Hazardous waste is more typically described in 
terms of barrels or gallons, but can also be understood in terms of 
cubic yards of storage space. For the purpose of relating to these 
frames of reference, then, it was considered useful to find some way of 
translating our counts of containers into a measure of volume in terms 
of cubic yards. The volume estimates that we developed are for noncom-
pacted containers. 
Containers of HHM at urban households range from small 2-4 ounce 
sizes up to gallon sizes or, in a very few instances, even larger con-
tainers. Within product types, the range of container sizes is fairly 
well defined by manufacturer's packaging and marketing conventions. 
There is, however, some variation in this range between types of 
materials or products. Given these observations, the principal investi-
gator set as a starting point to define a range of volumes for each of 
the 12 product or material types in this study. The lower bound of the 
range for each type of material would be the lowest reasonably con-
ceivable average container size for that type of material, and the 
higher bound would be the highest reasonably conceivable average con-
tainer size for that type of material. 
Determination of what constitutes the lower and higher reasonably 
conceivable averages would depend on actual measurements taken of lines 
of products available in supermarkets, hardware stores, department 
stores, gardening shops, and auto and paint stores. Measurements of the 
smaller containers would constitute the lower bound, and the mid-point 
between measurements of the smaller containers and measurements of the 
larger containers would constitute the higher bound. Measurements were 
to be taken in inches around the outside of a box-like dimensioning of 
the container, such that round containers were treated as if they were 
in a tight fitting conventional square box and as if it were the box 
that was being measured. 
In Table E.1, a list of volumes in cubic inches is given for the 
lower and higher bounds for each of the 12 materials. Note that these 
bounds were meant to apply to containers in both the CUF and Decatur 
samples and, with certain exceptions, to the farm sample as well. The 
exceptions for the farm sample are identified in the footnote to the 
table. 
E-3 
TABLE E.1. Lower and Upper Bounds of Average Container Size, by Type of 
Material, for All Samples (in cubic inches) 
Material Type Lower Bound Upper Bound 
a. Herbicides 40a 70a 
b. Pesticides 50a 85a 
c. Oven cleaner 40 70 
d. Drain opener 40 70 
e. Toilet bowl cleaner 40 70 
f. Varnish, wood preservative, 
oil-based paints 70 195 
g. Paint thinner, stripper, 
solvents 70 195 
h. Charcoal lighter fluid, 
propane gas 50 70 
i • Car motor oi 1 70 90 
j. Gasoline, kerosene 315 475 
k. Car antifreeze 315 315 
1 • Car, truck, boat batteries 460 560 
aFor the farm sample, the lower bound was set at 160 cubic inches and 
the upper bound was set at 315 cubic inches for herbicides and pesti-
cides. Note that 315 cubic inches is the approximate box-dimensioned 
volume of commonly available gallon bottles of these products, and 
70-85 cubic inches is the approximate box-dimensioned volume of a 
commonly available quart bottle of these products. 
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The next step for each community sample was to weight these bound 
values for each material so that the sum of the weighted bound values 
for the 12 materials would tell us the average size of all containers of 
all types of materials mentioned in answer to a given question. For 
example, in answer to the question about how many containers people 
"currently have" in their homes, 5.76 percent of all of the containers 
mentioned in the CUF sample were of herbicides, 9.14 percent of all of 
the mentioned containers were of pesticides, 3.58 percent of all of the 
mentioned containers were of oven cleaners, and so on through all 12 
types of materials. To get the lower bound weighted sum of volumes for 
CUF, the lower bound for herbicides (40 cubic inches) was multiplied by 
.0576, summed to the product of the lower bound of pesticides (50) and 
.0914, then summed to the product of the lower bound of oven cleaners 
(30) and .0358, and so on through the 12 types of materials. 
The result for CUF was a lower bound of 87.7 cubic inches, meaning 
that in CUF the average container size "currently" in houses was pro-
bably not less than 100 cubic inches. The upper bound was 146.0 cubic 
inches. In CUF, the average HHM container size in homes, therefore, may 
be said to be within the range of 88 to 146 cubic inches. 
For Question 8a (quantities currently at home) and Question 9 
(quantities disposed of), we calculated both the lower bounds and the 
upper bounds of the average container size for both the CUF sample and 
the Decatur sample. The results were that 88 cubic inches was the 
lowest of all four calculated lower bounds and 190 cubic inches was the 
highest of all four calculated upper bounds. We may speak broadly of a 
range of 90 to 190 cubic inches for the average HHM and HHW container 
size. To simplify discussion in the main text, this single range has 
been used for the two city samples. 
For the farm sample, the larger assumed container sizes for her-
bicides and pesticides resulted in a range of 125 to 225 cubic inches. 
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A METHODOLOGICAL NOTE ON GENDER EFFECTS 
IN REPORTING QUANTITIES OF HHM&W 
The tendency of males to report higher quantities than did females 
(see Chapter 7, especially Section 7.3.3) raises an important question. 
In homes where females were the household informants who responded to 
the interviewer, would we have received reports of a larger number of 
quantities currently at homes if a resident male had been the respondent 
instead? 
Closer examination reveals that in some of the samples, women and 
men reported statistically indistinguishable (p = .05) quantities for 
certain materials--herbicides (Decatur), pesticides (CUF, Decatur) oven 
cleaners (CUF), drain openers (CUF, farmers), toilet bowl cleaners (CUF, 
Decatur, farmers), varnish, etc. (Decatur), and batteries (Decatur). 
The one comparison where women reported higher quantities than did men 
was for oven cleaners (Decatur). 
For all other comparisons involving all other materials and 
samples, men reported higher quantities than did women. Most of these 
other comparisons involved materials of the type that men might more 
often handle than women. It seems likely that for these materials men 
would have more reliable information about quantities. Hence, we may 
have underestimates of quantities to the extent that women answered for 
resident men regarding the "male role" materials. 
There is, unfortunately, no sure way of determining whether and to 
what extent women may have underestimated quantities. Many households 
have no adult men present, and women are indisputably the best source 
available for these households. There may be no bias in these instan-
ces. Even where men are present, there is no way of knowing whether 
there is selectivity in answering the telephone such that men in homes 
with higher quantities become the respondent and women in homes with 
lower quantities become the respondent. We know that this happened in 
the many instances in beginning our telephone interviews when women 
turned the phone over to men. Where this happened, there is not 
necessarily any gender-based response bias. 
Suffice it to say here that our findings should be qualified with 
the warning that we may have underestimates of quantities. This is 
quite different from earlier studies of household hazardous waste, where 
the methods used required the principal qualification that the findings 
overestimated the presence of hazardous household materials at homes and 
in the wastestream (Dorian, 1986, p.2-4 and Section 4). Our estimates 
might be subject to some correction upon methodological exploration into 
the possibility of undercounts due to gender-based response bias. Based 
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on some preliminary inspections of means and standard deviations for 
males and females taken separately, any such correction would maximally 
raise our quantity estimates by only a fraction of their present 
amounts. For the time being, we note only that our potentially under-
estimated quantities of HHM&W materials at or around homes are already 
impressively large and worthy of considerable attention. 
Finally, there is considerably less differential reporting of quan-
tities by gender when we consider the more critically important quan-
tities of HHW materials disposed of (see Section 7.4.5) and unwanted 
quantities of HHW sitting around the home awaiting disposal (see Section 
7.5.2). 
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The Intergovern.ental Solid Waste 
Disposal Association 
Household Hazardous Waste Disposal Day 
Septe.ber 13. 1987 
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INTRODUCTION 
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THE HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL DAY 
The Household Hazardous Waste Disposal Day. sponsored by the 
Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal Association. an 
association made up of the City of Champaign. City of Urbana 
and Champaign County. Illinois. was an event that offered 
communities an opportunity to safely dispose of household 
hazardous materials that might otherwise be i_properly 
disposed of at local municipal landfills or indefinitely 
stored in the home or flushed into the sanitary sewer system. 
The key to success for a program of this type is how well 
public awareness and education can be enhanced to encourage 
participation. An extremely successful public awareness 
program was conducted by the Association through the 
coordinated efforts of a number of city officials and 
volunteers from the community including the Farm Bureau. the 
Hazardous Waste Research and Information Center. the City of 
Champaign Public Works Department, Police Department and the 
Hazardous Materials Response Team from the Fire Department. 
Additional assistance was provided by the Meredith 
Corporation of Des Moines. Iowa. through their magazine 
Successful Farming and by Hustler's Sanitary of Champaign-
Urbana. These efforts made prior to the commencement of the 
event. were crucial to the aitual implementation. 
organization and overall success of the program. 
When participants brought materials to the collection 
station. they were greeted by volunteers associated with the 
program. These volunteers talked to the participants about 
the products they routinely utilize in their homes and the 
proper management and disposal of the hazardous products. 
This educ~tion was one of the most important aspects of the 
program. Other volunteers surveyed the participants. the 
results of which are attached to this report. The success of 
the actual program will be identified through the following 
parts of this report. Through the combined efforts of the 
Association and GSX Services. Inc •• a large quantity of 
hazardous materials was packaged and disposed through this 
program, ultimately eliminating a significant quantity of 
hazardous materials that could pose a risk to society. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal Association 
Household Hazardous Waste Disposal Event was conducted on 
September 13, 1987. Prior to the collection date conducted 
on Sunday, several remote sites were serviced by GSX on 
Saturday. Hazardous materials being stored· at those 
facilities were removed and packed for disposal. The waste 
removed at these sites is included in this report. 
The program generated approximately 33,656 pounds, or 188 
55 gallon drums, of hazardous materials for disposal through 
GSX Services, Inc. 265 individuals delivered material for 
disposal at the event resulting in a rate of 127.0 pounds 
per participant. This figure does not include wastes, such 
as oils and latex paints collected through the program 
independently of the services rendered by GSX Services, Inc. 
Nevertheless, this figure does represent an astonishing level 
of participation throughout the community. It is as much as 
nine times higher than per population rates calculated for 
other community programs conducted by GSX Services, Inc. 
-Of the 265 participants, 57 were identified as being from 
Champaign County farm operations. The most common items 
brought in for disposal were old outdated oil based paints 
and varnishes (1,047 containers) followed by weed killers and 
herbicides (535). A total of 3,338 containers were delivered 
to the Public Works Center for disposal. However, by weight 
the ranking changes. 16,013 pounds of pesticides. herbicides 
and toxins were collected out of the total 33.656. accounting 
for 47.5% of the total, including more than 2.000 pounds of 
DDT. 
The total cost of the two-day program was slightly more than 
$80.000. Again. compared to national figures the cost figure 
of less ~han $2.40 per participant is near the low end 
another indicator of a successful program. 
The importance of the data discussed previously is 
significant. It should serve to enlighten the fact that an 
effective public awareness program was executed prior to the 
actual program. Publicity shall always prove to be a 
critical factor in community-related programs of this type. 
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EXPENSES 
The Association spent $78.427.94 on the Household Hazardous 
Waste Disposal Event. This total was derived from the 
following categories: 
1) Fixed Costs 
(i.e. Mobilization. 
Set-up Fees. Tables. 
Protective Clothing. 
Labor. etc.) 
2} Materials 
3) Transportation 
4) Disposal 
5} Advertising 
Total 
$16.568.15 
$ 9.003.50 
$ 5.021. 29 
$37.835.00 
10,000 
(a) 
$78,427.94 
Costs associated with the method of disposal vary greatly, 
being dependent upon the method being utilized. 
Hazardous materials and wastes are disposed of by many 
different disposal methods, primarily dependent upon ~ach 
chemical's characteristics, as well as federal and state 
regulations concerning the disposal of certain waste types. 
Listed below is a breakdown of the various disposal methods 
utilized in conjunction with this program. 
Disposal Method 
Secure Lanctfi 11 
Incineration 
Aqueous Treatment 
No. of 
Containers 
136 
50 
2 
188 
Percent of 
Total 
72.3% 
26.6% 
1.1% 
100.00% 
(a) The City of Champaign paid an additional $3590 for 
disposal of City generated wastes. There was no charge 
for City of Champaign volunteer personnel or facilities. 
It is estimated that these in-kind services were valued 
at less than $5,000. 
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TABLE I 
PUBLIC WORKS CENTER 
CHAMPAIGN. I L 
Common No. of Approx. S of 
Waste Containers Total Total 
Hazard Class. Types Shipped lbs. (By Wgt.) 
Corrosive Materi a 1 Acid/Alkaline 5 2250 
Cleaners. etc. 
Flammable Liquid Paints. Solvents. 7 1071 
etc. 
ORM-E Miscellaneous 2 900 
Poison-B Pesticides. 2 306 
Herbicides. 
Toxic Metals, etc. 
Totals 16 4527 
This listing represents material collected and removed from 
the City of Champaign that was generated by the Public Works 
Department. The disposal cost of this material was borne 
directly by the City of Champaign. Most of the material 
represents outdated paint. chemicals and pesticides that were 
no longer viable for proper use yet posed a serious hazard to 
the facility and to personnel. 
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49.7S 
23.7S 
19.9S 
6.7S 
100S 
TABLE II 
CHAMPAIGN COUNTY, IL 
Co •• on No. of Approx. S of 
Waste Contai ners Total Total 
Hazard Class Types Shipped 1 bs. (By Wgt.) 
Poison-B Pesticides. . 10 4500 
Herbicides. 
Toxic Metals. etc. 
This represents material that was collected_ from farms in 
Champaign County including a significant quantity of DDT (more than 1600 pounds) and large amounts of outdated 
agrfcultural chemicals. One of the owners of a farm where 
some of the DDT was found contributed $470 to the Associatfon 
to help defray the expense of the Hazardous Waste Collection 
Event. 
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TABLE III 
HOUSEHOLD WASTE PROGRAM 
Common No. of Approx. % of 
Waste Containers Total Total 
Hazard Class Types Shipped 1 bs. (By Wgt.) 
Poison-B Pesticides, 71 11,207 45.5% 
Herbicides, 
Toxic Metals, etc. 
Flammable Liqs. Paint, Solvents, 62 9,111 
etc. 
ORM-E Miscellaneous 9 1,902 
ORM-A Miscellaneous 3 1,050 
Corrosi ve Acid/Alkaline 12 1,038 
~la teri a 1 Cleaners 
Oxidizer Oxidizing Agents 4 312 
Flammable Solid Miscellaneous 1 9 
Totals 162 24,629 
This list represents a breakdown of materials collected on 
Sunday, September 13, 1987. Included in this collection are 
such common household items as Coleman campstore fuel, 
rustproofing paint, roach killers, Sevin garden spray, tomato 
and rose dust, and some not so common household items like 
chlordane, malathion, acetone and metallic mercury. 
Due to the presence of a large academic community in 
Champaign-Urbana several basements and garages were cleaned 
out resulting in numerous lab chemicals, photography 
chemicals and other esoteric volatile compounds. 
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37.0% 
7.7% 
4.3% 
4.2% 
1.3% 
NA 
100% 
THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL ASSOCIATION 
HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION DAY 
TOTAL WASTE REMOVAL 
Listed below is a table reflective of all waste types and 
quantities re.oved fro. the Cfty of Cha.paign Public Works 
Facility during the Household Hazardous Waste Collection Days 
Progra •• 
Co •• on . No. of Approx. I of 
Waste . Containers Total Total 
Hazard Class Types Shipped lbs. (By Wgt.) 
Poison-B Pesticides, 83 16,013 47.51 
Herbicides, 
Toxic Metals, etc. 
Flammable Liqs. Paint, Solvents, 69 10,182 30.2% 
etc. 
ORM-E Hi sce 11 aneous" 17 3,288 9.7% 
ORM-A Miscellaneous 11 2,802 8.3% 
Corrosive Acid/Alkaline 3 1,050 3.1% 
Materi al Cleaners 
Oxidizer Oxidizing Agents 4 312 1.3% 
Flammable Solid Miscellaneous 1 9 NA 
Totals 188 33,656 100% 
G-15 
As indicated in the tables previously outlined. the vast 
majority of household wastes generated through ~his program 
were comprised of various farm chemicals. including. but not 
limited to pesticides and herbicides. It is evident that 
much emphasis was placed on publicizing the event in the· 
agricultural community. The known toxilogical nature of 
these types of materials is extremely severe in many cases. 
The removal and ultimate disposal of these types of co_pounds 
can only serve to enhance the environmental quality of 
Champaign-Urbana and surrounding areas. 
The remaining waste types removed during the program included 
a large variety of paints. solvent-based materials. acidic 
and alkaline products. and other miscellaneous waste types. 
including a small quantity of Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB). 
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HEALTH & SAFETY 
No spills. accidents or incidents occurred during the 
Household Hazardous Waste Collection Day Event. Substantial 
measures. such as the diking of all immediate working areas 
and the posting of warning notifications. were taken by both 
GSX Services. Inc. and Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal 
Association personnel with the help of the many volunteers to 
prevent any accidents that might have resulted in adverse 
effects to the environment or human health. Prior to the 
beginning of the program. the City of Champaign prepared a 
Contingency Plan with the help of the Champaign Hazardous 
Materials Response Team in the event of any accidents or 
incidents. Safety equipment. including protective clothing. 
was utilized by all personnel. 
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FINAL SUMMARY 
The Household Hazardous Waste Program held in Champaign. 
Illinois on September 13. 1987 was a success. All initial 
forecasts. made prior to the commencement of the program. 
were completely surpassed. The response from the community 
to the program was excellent. The storage of unwanted 
hazardous material in homes and/or disposal of these 
materials through local municipal systems is a problem that 
both society and government.ust· address. It is evident that 
the Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal Association 
provided the community with an excell.nt solution to this 
problem. This solution not only provided the community with 
a more comprehensive understanding of the nature of the 
problem. but with a more sound environment through the 
disposal of these materials in a chemi~al1y-secure and 
environmentally safe manner. 
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SURVEY RESULTS ON PARTICIPANTS IN THE SEPTEMBER 13, 
1987, CHAMPAIGN COUNTY HOUSEHOLD AND FARM 
HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION EVENT 
Tables accompanying an oral report on findingso 
Presented to the 
Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal Association 
of the City of Champaign, City of Urbana, and Champaign County 
December 16, 1987 
Prepared by 
Roland J. Liebert 
Survey Research Laboratory 
University of Illinois 
Urbana, IL 61801 
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TABLE H.1. NUMBER OF SOURCE UNITS (HOUSEHOLDS, FARMS, AND OTHER UNITS 
THAT WERE SOURCES OF MATERIALS) AND NUMBER OF DELIVERING VEHICLES 
PARTICIPATING IN THE SEPTEMBER 13,1987, HOUSEHOLD AND FARM HAZARDOUS 
WASTE COLLECTION DAY 
ITEM 
Number of "households" represented ••............ 
(As a percent of all households in cities of 
Champaign, Urbana, and urbanized fringe) •••... 
Number of vehicles delivering for these households ...... . 
Number of "farm operations" represented ......... 
(As a percent of all farms In Champaign County) 
Number of vehicles delivering for these farms ................ . 
SOURCE 
UNITS 
262 
(0.7%) 
94 
(5.2%) 
Number of "dormitories. other group housing. etc." 
represented •••.••••••.••••.••.••••••.•...••••••.•.••.• 2 
Number of vehicles delivering for these miscellaneous 
DELIVERING 
VEHICLES 
218 a 
53 b 
unhs. ....................................................................... 2 c 
TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS............................. 358 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VEHICLES FILLING OUT DROP-OFF 
REPORTS............................................... 261 d 
a There were two outliers (vehicles representing an unusually large number of households). One 
vehicle was said to represent 11 households, and another was said to represent 24 households. 
If each of these is counted as representing only one household, the number of represented 
households is 229, a number that is 0.6% of all households in Champaign, Urbana, and urbanized 
fringe. 
b Outliers: One vehicle was said to represent 32 farms. If this is counted as representing only one 
farm, the number of represented farms is 63, which is 3.5% of the farms in Champaign County. 
c Neither vehicle represented "group housing"; both were in the "etc." category. One vehicle 
was said to represent the Champaign Park District, and the other vehicle was said to represent a 
Parkland College instructor's collection of solvents and photo chemicals. 
d Some vehicles represented more than one type of unit. 
Discussion: See notes following Table H.3. 
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TABLE H.2. NUMBER OF CONTAINERS OF VARIOUS TYPES OF MATERIALS DROPPED 
OFF, BY SOURCE. (In parentheses: The number of vehicles and units [households, farms, etc.] 
providing materials.) 
QQURQE QE MATERI8LQ 
YOUR OWN NEIGHBORS 
TYPE OF MATERIAL HOME OR FRIENDS FARMS ETC. TOTALS 
a. Weed killers or herbicides .................... 294 8 232 1 535 
(Vehicles/U nits) .................................. (96/114) (4/5) (41/50) (1/1 ) 
b. Insect killers, pesticides, poisons ......... 428 4 172 7 611 
(Vehicles/U nits) .................................. (124/143) (3/5) (34/69) (1/1 ) 
c. Varnishes, wood preservatives, oil 
based paints ........................................ 1,007 20 20 0 1,047 
(Vehicles/Units) .................................. (120/161 ) (3/8) (3/3) 
d. Paint thinners, strippers, solvents ........ 407 15 5 60 487 
(Vehicles/Units) .................................. (93/101 ) (3/6) (3/5) (1/1 ) 
e. Household cleaners ............................ 220 0 0 5 225 
(Vehicles/Units) .................................. (62/91) (1/1 ) 
f. Motoroil .............................................. 64 0 2 0 66 
(Vehicles/Units) .................................. (31/32) (2/3) 
g. Anti-freeze ......................................... 36 0 1 0 37 
(Vehicles/Units) .................................. (16/16) (1/1 ) 
h. Gasoline, "gas," kerosene, petroleum .. 29 0 0 0 29 
(Vehicles/Units) .................................. (15/16) 
i. Batteries .............................................. 7 0 4 0 1 1 
(Vehicles/Units) .................................. (7/7) (212) 
j. Auto care products (n.e.c.) ................... 17 0 0 0 17 
(Vehicles/Units) .................................. (7/7) 
k. Lead paint (n.e.c.) ............................... 1 0 0 0 1 
(Vehicles/Units) .................................. (1/1 ) 
I. Latex paint (n.e.c.) ............................... 50 0 0 0 50 
(Vehicles/Units) .................................. (11/12) 
m. Enamel paint (n.e.c.) ........................... 3 0 0 0 3 
(Vehicles/Units) .................................. (3/3) 
n. "P . t" ( ) am n.e.c ...................................... 29 0 0 0 29 
(Vehicles/Units) .................................. (6/6) 
(Table H2 oontinued) 
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TABLE H.2. Continued 
SQURQE QF MATERIALS 
YOUR OWN NEIGHBORS 
TYPE OF MATERIAL HOME OR FRIENDS FARMS ETC. TOTALS 
o. Smoke alarms ..................................... 2 0 0 0 2 
(Vehicles/Units) .................................. (1/1 ) 
p. Fertilizer ............................................. 15 0 0 0 15 
(Vehicles/Units) .................................. (6/7) 
q. Fungicide (n.e.c.) ............................... 5 0 0 0 5 
(Vehicles/Units) .................................. (1/1 ) 
r. "Garden chemicals" (n.e.c.) .................. 1 0 0 0 1 
(Vehicles/Units) .................................. (1/1 ) 
s. Photo chemicals (n.e.c.) ...................... 9 0 0 1 1 20 
(Vehicles/Units) .................................. (1/1 ) (1/1 ) 
t. Creosote (n.e.c.) ................................. 1 0 0 0 1 
(Vehicles/Units) .................................. (1/1 ) 
u. Lead .................................................. 1 0 0 0 1 
(Vehicles/Units) .................................. (1/1 ) 
v. Mercury .............................................. 1 0 0 0 1 
(Vehicles/U nits) .................................. (1/1 ) 
w. Asbestos materials ............................. 6 0 0 0 6 
(Vehicles/Units) .................................. (2/2) 
x. Drain cleaners ..................................... 3 0 0 0 3 
(Vehicles/Units) .................................. (2/2) 
y. Empty containers ................................ 7 0 1 0 8 
(Vehicles/Units) .................................. (5/5) (1/1 ) 
z. Other a ............................................... 112 0 0 4 116 
(Vehicles/Units) .................................. (54/66) (2/2) 
aa. Unknown .......................................... 9 0 2 0 1 1 
(Vehicles/U nits) .................................. (5/5) (2/5) 
TOTALS ................................... 2,764 47 439 88 3,338 
NOTE: n.e.c. is "not elsewhere classified" for categeries that may overlap with others. 
a A few examples of "other": printed circuit board, stump remover, shoe polish, roof coating, 
spackling, adhesive, reagents, glycerin, air freshener, asphalt spray, wallpaper base, shoe 
waterproofer, cement remover, stamp price remover, pipe compound, magnesium. 
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TABLE H.3. VEHICLES REPORTING ALTERNATIVE DISPOSAL OPTIONS FOR 
HAZARDOUS WASTE, AND NUMBER AND PERCENT OF CONTAINERS OF HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS THAT WOULD HAVE BEEN DISPOSED OF IN VARIOUS ALTERNATIVE WAYS, 
WERE IT NOT FOR THE SEPT. 13 COLLECTION DAY; BY SOURCE. 
Number of Vehicles NUMBER AND PERCENT OF CONTAINERS, 
ReportingUkely BY SOURCE OF MATERIALS 
LIKELY ALTERNATIVE 
MODE OF DISPOSAL 
Alternative YOUR OWN NEIGHBORS 
Disposal Mode HOME OR FRIENDS FARMS ETC. TOTALS 
a. Put down sink or toilet ........ 8 
(%ofcolumn).................... (3.1) 
b. Put down storm sewer in 
street................................. 4 
(% of column) .................... (1 .5) 
c. Put in garbage can.............. 84 
(% of column) ......... ........... (32.2) 
d. Dump on ground.. .............. 1 7 
(% of column) ..... ............... (6.5) 
e. Would not dispose of it, 
would continue to store....... 169 
(% of column) .................... (64.8) 
f. Phone the county or city 
for disposal information ....... 161 
(% of column) .............. ...... (16.1) 
g. Other................................. 11 
(% of column) ............ ........ (4.2) 
TOTAL VEHICLES a............... 261 
TOTAL CONTAINERS b .......... 
111 
(4.0) 
52 
(1.9) 
1,188 
(43.0) 
152 
(5.5) 
1,798 
(65.1) 
444 
(16.1 ) 
68 
(2.5) 
2,764 
o 
o 
23 
(48.9) 
o 
o 
21 
(4.8) 
o 
o 
o 
111 
(3.3) 
52 
(1.6) 
1,232 
(36.9) 
o 61 0 213 
(13.9) (6.4) 
28 342 88 2,256 
(59.6) (77.9) (100.0) (67.6) 
7 55 77 583 
(14.9) 12.5) (87.5) (17.5) 
1 55 0 124 
(2.1) (12.5) (3.7) 
47 439 88 3,338 
a TOTAL VEHICLES = the actual total number of vehicles participating in the drop-off. 
Respondents could give multiple responses; hence, percentages sum to more than 100%. 
b TOTAL CONTAINERS = the actual total number of containers, as given in Table H.2. 
Respondents could give multiple responses; hence, percentages sum to more than 100%. 
NOTE: For a discussion of this table in comparison with a general population survey, see the next 
page. 
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DISCUSSION OF TABLES H·1 THROUGH H.3: 
COMPARISONS WITH THE JULY 1987 COMMUNITY HOUSEHOLD SURVEY 
ON HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE 
Data from the July 1987 survey indicated that households in Champaign, 
Urbana, and urbanized fringe had improperly disposed of approximately 45,500 
containers of hazardous waste during the previous year and that Champaign 
County farmers had improperly disposed of about 660 containers of hazardous 
waste during the previous year. This means that the 3,338 containers brought to 
the collection drop-off on September 13 were about 7% of the quantity annually 
improperly disposed of by farmers and residents of Champaign/Urbana. 
It appears from Table H.3 that up to two-thirds of these 3,338 containers 
were taken from storage rather than diverted from improper disposal. The 
actual diversion from improper disposal as a direct result of the collection event 
was apparently no more than 1608 containers (sum of rows a, b, c, and d in 
Table H.3), or 48% of what was dropped off, or 3.5% of what is annually 
improperly disposed of by Champaign/Urbana and farm households. 
Finally, the July survey determined that there were an estimated 3,300 
households in Champaign/Urbana and urbanized fringe with containers of 
hazardous waste that they wanted to get rid of, while there were about 333 
farms with unwanted hazardous waste that included pesticides, herbicides, and 
petroleum products. The 262 households that brought hazardous waste to the 
dropoff were only 7.9% of the total estimated 3,300 Champaign/Urbana 
households that in July had hazardous waste that they wanted to get rid of. The 
94 farms that brought hazardous waste to the dropoff were 28.2% of the total 
estimated 333 farms in the county that had hazardous materials in July that they 
wanted to get rid of. 
These are obviously significant portions of the "eligible" or potential 
population of participants who actually parrticipated, but most of the potential 
population remains to be reached and its stored but unwanted hazardous waste 
collected for proper disposal. In addition, there are those households and 
farms - nearly equal in number to the ones with unwanted but stored hazardous 
waste - who have been inapporpriately disposing of some disposing of some 
hazardous materials over the pervious year. Except for the overlap of about 
one out of three between those who store and those who inappropriately 
dispose of unwanted hazardous waste, the latter remain largely untouched by a 
collection event such as the one September 13. 
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TABLE H.4. PERCENT OF RESPONDING PARTICIPANTS a HEARING ABOUT THE 
HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION DAY FROM VARIOUS INFORMATION SOURCES, FOR 
PARTICIPANTS BRINGING MATERIALS FROM HOUSEHOLDS, FROM FARMS, FROM KEY C/U 
NEIGHBORHOODS, AND TOTAL 
HOUSEHOLDS FARMS KEY C/U NEIGH- TQTALS 
INFORMATION SOURCE %b %b HOODS:%bc %b Nb 
Brochure or flyer ....................................... 53.9% 47.2% 60.0% 52.5% 137 
Poster ...................................................... 2.3 0 2.9 1.9 5 
Neighbor or friend ..................................... 2.8 5.7 1.9 3.1 8 
Family member ......................................... 2.3 0 0 1.9 5 
At work/From co-workers ........................... 6.9 0 8.6 6.1 16 
Church ..................................................... 1.4 0 0 1.1 3 
Farm Bureau ............................................. 11.1 73.6 3.8 20.3 53 
School ..................................................... 0 0 0 0 0 
Other local club or organization .................. 6.0 0 7.6 5.0 13 
Library ...................................................... 0.5 0 0 .4 1 
Newspaper ............................................... 49.8 45.3 56.2 48.7 127 
Radio ....................................................... 29.0 15.1 38.1 26.8 70 
Television ................................................ 7.4 7.5 7.6 7.3 19 
Magazine .... ; ............................................ 1.8 17.0 0 3.4 9 
Display at the mall ...................................... 0.5 0 1.0 0.4 1 
County fair ................................................ 0.5 0 0 0.4 1 
Other ....................................................... 8.3 3.8 7.6 7.7 20 
Involved in the planning ............................ 5.5 1.9 9.5 4.6 12 
Don't know ............................................... 0 0 0 0 0 
a "Responding participants" refers to those who filled out the questionnaire, with one responding 
participant per vehicle. 
b Because of multiple responses, columns add to more than the total number of vehicles (261) 
and to more than 100%. 
c The "Key C/U Neighborhoods" are those that are shaded in Figure H.2. 
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TABLE H.5. NUMBER AND PERCENT OF THE PARTICIPATING VEHICLES TRAVELING 
VARIOUS DISTANCES ONE WAY TO GET TO THE COLLECTION SITE 
DISTANCE TRAVELED ONE WAY, IN MILES 
2 or less ........................................................ . 
3-4 ................................................................ . 
5-6 ................................................................ . 
7-10 .............................................................. . 
11-20 ........................................................... . 
21-35 ............................................................ . 
TOTALS ....................................................... . 
Mean miles traveled a ...................... . 
Median miles traveled ...................... . 
NUMBER 
53 
82 
34 
33 
34 
12 
248 
6.9 
4.1 
NOTE: This table is based on 248 cases; there was no answer for 13 vehicles. 
PERCENT 
21.4% 
33.0 
13.7 
13.4 
13.7 
4.8 
100.0% 
a Mean distance traveled by vehicles from households was 5.0 miles, and from farms it was 16.0. 
In the July 1987 survey of household heads (or their adult substitutes), those in Champaign, 
Urbana, and urbanized fringe said that they would travel a mean of 5.0 miles to a hazardous waste 
collection site, and farmers said that they would travel a mean of 11.4 miles. 
TABLE H.6. PERCENT OF RESPONDING PARTICIPANTS HAVING A NEED FOR A 
HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION SERVICE OF VARIOUS PERIODICITIES, FOR 
PARTICIPANTS BRINGING MATERIALS FROM HOUSEHOLDS, FROM FARMS, AND TOTAL 
HOUSEHOLDS FARMS TOTALS 
NEEDED PERIODICITY OF COLLECTION Percent Percent Percent Number 
Less than once a year ..................................... 36.6% 39.6% 36.9% 92 
Once a year .................................................... 54.6 60.4 55.9 139 
Two orthree times a year. ................................ 8.3 0 6.8 17 
Four of more times a year ................................. .5 0 .4 1 
TOTAL ........................................................... 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 249 
NOTE: Of the total of 261 responding partiCipants, there were 12 "no answers." 
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TABLE H.7. PERCENT OF RESPONDING PARTICIPANTS PREFERRING VARIOUS TYPES 
OF HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION PROGRAMS, FOR PARTICIPANTS BRINGING 
MATERIALS FROM HOUSEHOLDS, FROM FARMS, AND TOTAL 
HOUSEHOLDS FARMS TOTALS 
PREFERRED PROGRAM TYPE Percent Percent Percent Number 
"A temporary collection site like this one" .......... 59.6% 75.0% 62.6% 151 
"A permanent collection site" ........................... 39.4 23.1 36.2 87 
"Something else" ........................................... 1.0 1.9 1.2 3 
"None. There shouldn't be a collection site" ..... 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 
TOTALS ........................................................ 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 241 
NOTE: Of the total of 261 responding participants, there were 20 "no answers." In the July 1987 
general population survey of household heads (or their adult substitutes), 40.2% of those in the 
cities of Champaign, Urbana, and urbanized fringe favored a collection site for hazardous waste 
drop-off, and 58.8% preferred curbside pickup. Among farmers, the July 1987 survey found 
67.7% favored a collection site and 32.3% favored curbside pickup. 
TABLE H.B. PERCENT OF RESPONDING PARTICIPANTS WHO RECYCLE VARIOUS 
AMOUNTS OF HOUSEHOLD RECYCLABLES, FOR PARTICIPANTS BRINGING MATERIAL 
FROM HOUSEHOLDS, FROM FARMS, AND TOTAL 
HOUSEHOLDS FARMS TOTALS 
EXTENT OF RECYCLING Percent Percent Percent Number 
"Recycle all of your cans, bottles, and newspapers" 53.5% 20.8% 47.0% 115 
"Recycle most"............................................... 17.0 18.9 18.9 46 
"Recycle some".............................................. 22.0 33.9 23.4 57 
"Never recycle"............................................... 7.5 26.4 10.7 26 
TOTALS........................................................ 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 244 
NOTE: Of the total of 261 responding participants, there were 17 "no answers." In the July 1987 
general population survey of household heads (or their adult substitutes), 18.7% of those in 
Champaign, Urbana, and urbanized fringe said that they recycled all of these materials, and 10.2% 
of the farmers so reported. In the same survey, another 14.7% of the city residents said that they 
recycled "most" of these materials, while another 21.4% of the farmers so reported. 
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TABLE H.9. PERCENT OF RESPONDING PARTICIPANTS INDICATING THE IMPORTANCE 
TO THEM OF PROTECTING THE QUALITY OF THE LOCAL ENVIRONMENT IN CHAMPAIGN 
COUNTY, FOR PARTICIPANTS BRINGING MATERIAL FROM HOUSEHOLDS, FROM FARMS, 
AND TOTAL 
HOUSEHOLDS FARMS TOTALS 
IMPORTANCE Percent Percent Percent Number 
Very important ............................................... . 95.5% 86.8% 93.8% 228 
Somewhat important ...................................... . 4.0 13.2 5.8 14 
Not very important... ....................................... . .5 0 .4 1 
TOTALS ....................................................... . 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 243 
NOTE: Of the total of 261 responding participants, there were 18 "no answers." 
TABLE H.10. NUMBER AND PERCENT OF RESPONDING PARTICIPANTS WHO USUALLY 
VOTE IN LOCAL ELECTIONS 
USUALLY VOTE IN LOCAL ELECTIONS 
Yes a ............................................................. . 
No ................................................................ . 
TOTALS ....................................................... . 
NOTE: There were 21 "no answers." 
NUMBER 
226 
14 
240 
PERCENT 
94.2% 
5.8 
100.0% 
a 93.4% of participants bringing materials from households said "yes," and 96.2% of participants 
with materials from farms said "yes." In the July 1987 general population sUNey of household 
heads (or their adult substitutes), 63.8% of those in Champaign, Urbana, and urbanized fringe 
said that they usually voted in local elections, and 94.9% of farmers so reported. 
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TABLE H.11. MEAN AND MEDIAN NUMBER OF PERSONS PER HOUSEHOLD AMONG 
RESPONDING PARTICIPANTS 
Mean number of persons per household a .......................... . 2.55 
Median number of persons per household .......................... . 2.26 
NOTE: There were 26 "no answers." 
a Mean for participants with materials from households was 2.48; mean from farms was 2.88. In the 
July 1987 general population survey of adults, mean household size was 2.46 in Champaign, 
Urbana, and urbanized fringe, and 2.91 among farmers. 
TABLE H.12. NUMBER AND PERCENT OF RESPONDING PARTICIPANTS LIVING IN A 
SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSE 
Number in single-family house ................................................... . 230 
Percent in single-family house a ................................................. . 94.7% 
NOTE: There were 18 "no answers." 
a For participants with materials from households: 94.0%; with materials from farms: 98.1%. In the 
general population survey of adults in July 1987, 56.3% of all households in Champaign, Urbana, 
and urbanized fringe lived in single-family houses, and 92.9% of farmers lived in single-family 
houses. 
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TABLE H.13. EDUCATION OF RESPONDING PARTICIPANTS 
HIGHEST LEVEL OF SCHOOL ATTENDED NUMBER PERCENT 
Grade school ................................................. . 1 .4% 
High school ................................................... . 51 21.0 
Undergraduate college ................................. .. 79 32.5 
Graduate school a .......................................... . 112 46.1 
TOTALS ....................................................... . 243 100.0% 
NOTE: There were 18 "no answers." 
a Of those bringing household materials, 52.8% had some graduate education. Of those bringing 
farm materials, 15.1% had some graduate education. In the general population survey of 
household heads (or their adult substitutes) in July 1987, 25.2% of respondents in the cities of 
Champaign, Urbana, and urbanized fringe had some graduate education, and 4.1 % of farmers 
had some graduate education. 
TABLE H.14. AGE OF RESPONDING PARTICIPANTS (AGE ATTAINED DURING THE 
YEAR 1987) 
AGE 
24 and under. ................................................ . 
25 _ 34 .......................................................... . 
35 - 44 .......................................................... . 
45-54 .......................................................... . 
55-64 .......................................................... . 
65 -74 .......................................................... . 
75 and over ................................................... . 
TOTALS ....................................................... . 
Mean age a..................................... 52.3 
Median age ......••...••••...••••.............. 52.5 
NOTE: There were 24 "no answers." 
NUMBER 
3 
28 
55 
44 
45 
46 
16 
237 
PERCENT 
1.3% 
11.8% 
23.2% 
18.6% 
19.0% 
19.4% 
6.8% 
100.1% 
a Mean age of respondents with material from households: 52.6. Mean age of respondents with 
material from farms: 50.6. In the general population survey of households in the cities of 
Champaign, Urbana, and urbanized fringe in July 1987, the mean age of adults (mostly house-
hold heads) was found to be 39.5. The survey of farmers in July 1987 found a mean age of 51.4. 
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TABLE H.1S. OCCUPATION OF HEAD OF RESPONDING PARTICIPANT'S HOUSEHOLD a 
OCCUPATION 
a. Professor, instructor, University adminis-
trator, scientist, astronomer. .............................. . 
b. Teacher, school administrator ........................... . 
c. Physician, medical sciences, management in 
health care ...................................................... . 
d. Chemist, environmental engineer, agricul-
tural engineer, agronomist, entomologist, 
horticulturalist, geologist, agricultural 
advisor, agricultural researcher .......................... . 
e. Other manager, professional.. .......................... . 
f. Technical, sales, administrative assistant.. .......... . 
g. Service occupations: security and child care ...... . 
h. Farming .......................................................... . 
i. Retired farmer ................................................... . 
j. Farm janitor ....................................................... . 
k. Blue collar ....................................................... . 
I. Student ........................................................... . 
m. Homemaker .................................................... . 
n. Don't know ...................................................... . 
o. No answer ....................................................... . 
TOTALS ............................................................. . 
NUMBER PERCENT 
44 16.9% 
11 4.2 
9 3.4 
14 5.4 
39 14.9 
19 17.3 
2 .8 
39 14.9 
7 2.7 
1 .4 
7 2.7 
1 .4 
1 .4 
7 2.7 
26 10.0 
261 100.0% 
aThe question included the instruction: Homemakers should indicate spouse's occupation. 
Students should indicate "student." In the general population survey of households in 
Champaign, Urbana, and urbanized fringe in July 1987, the percent of adult respondents in 
occupations corresponding to (a), (b), (c), (d), and (e) was found to be 31.9%, as compared to 
44.8% in the present table. 
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TABLE H.16. GENDER OF RESPONDING PARTICIPANTS 
GENDER NUMBER PERCENT a 
Male .................................................................. . 174 70.4% 
Female ............................................................. . 73 29.6% 
NOTE: There were 14 "no answers." 
a Of those with household materials, 65.7% were male; of those with farm materials, 88.5% were 
male. 
TABLE H.17. LENGTH OF RESIDENCE OF RESPONDING PARTICIPANTS 
LENGTH OF RESIDENCE, IN YEARS 
0-4 .............................................................. . 
5-9 .............................................................. . 
10 - 19 .......................................................... . 
20 - 29 .......................................................... . 
30 - 39 .......................................................... . 
40-49 .......................................................... . 
50 - 59 .......................................................... . 
60-69 .......................................................... . 
70 and up (highest is 77) ............................... . 
Mean length of residencea 
Median length of residence 
NOTE: There were 14 "no answers." 
NUMBER 
21 
22 
40 
33 
46 
32 
24 
15 
14 
31.4 Years 
29.9 Years 
CUMULATIVE 
PERCENT PERCENT 
8.5% 8.5% 
8.9 17.4 
16.2 33.6 
13.4 47.0 
18.6 65.6 
13.0 78.5 
9.7 88.3 
6.1 94.3 
5.7 100.0 
a Mean for those with household materials: 29.3 years. For those with farm materials, it was 41.9 
years. In the July 1987 general population survey of household heads (or their substitutes), the 
mean length of residence of Champaign, Urbana, and urbanized fringe respondents was 15.9 
years; for farmers, it was 35.6 years. 
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TABLE H.18. NUMBER AND PERCENT OF VEHICLES (OR RESPONDING 
PARTICIPANTS), AND NUMBER OF CONTAINERS DROPPED OFF, FROM EACH 
TOWNSHIP OR CITY IN CHAMPAIGN COUNTY 
VEHIQLE~ CCNfAINERS 
TOWN (AND CITY FOR CHAMPAIGN AND URBANA) Number Percent Total Mean 
Ayers ............................................................. 1 .4% 5 5.0 
Brown ............................................................ 3 1.2 15 5.0 
Champaign (Includes both City and Town of...) . 102 41.3 1,378 13.5 
Colfax ............................................................ 1 .4 9 9.0 
Compromise ................................................... 6 2.4 33 5.5 
Condit. ........................................................... 1 .4 1 1.0 
Crittenden ...................................................... 2 .8 13 6.5 
East Bend ...................................................... 1 .4 1 1.0 
Harwood ........................................................ 1 .4 2 2.0 
Hensley ......................................................... 1 .4 6 6.0 
Ludlow ........................................................... 1 .4 7 7.0 
Mahomet. ....................................................... 6 2.4 48 8.0 
Ogden ........................................................... 1 .4 5 5.0 
Pesotum ........................................................ 2 .8 13 6.5 
Philo .............................................................. 1 .4 1 1.0 
Rantoul (Includes both Village and Town of...) .. 1 .4 3 3.0 
Raymond ....................................................... 1 .4 8 8.0 
Scott .............................................................. 6 2.4 75 12.5 
Sidney ........................................................... 3 1.2 18 6.0 
Somers .......................................................... 1 .4 1 1.0 
South Homer. ................................................. 1 .4 4 4.0 
Stanton .......................................................... 1 .4 21 21.0 
St. Joseph ..................................................... 9 3.6 84 9.3 
Tolono ........................................................... 6 2.4 86 14.3 
Urbana (Includes both Town of Urbana and coter-
minous City of Urbana and Town of Cunningham) 81 32.8 1,111 13.7 
Savoy Village (If volunteered. Some of Savoy may 
be reported in Towns of Champaign and Tolono) 3 1.2 16 5.3 
Outside Champaign County ............................ 3 1.1 120 40.0 
TOTALS ........................................................ 247 100.0% 3,084 12.5 
NOTE: There were 14 "no answers" regarding town or city of residence. These 14 vehicles 
dropped off a total of 254 containers, for an average of 18.1 per vehicle. 
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1 7 4 0 0 
o 13 5 0 2 
4 11 5 0 0 
HAM AlaN 
n = 88 
vehicles 
1 
University Ave. 
Green St. 
Both cities: 
156 vehicles 
FIGURE H.1. NUMBER OF VEHICLES PARTICIPATING, BY SECTOR OF 
CHAMPAIGN/URBANA. 
NOTE: The number printed in each sector is the number of vehicles in which the responding 
-. participant said that he/she came from thatsector,·Total number of vehicles in Figure H.1 is 156. 
Regarding missing data: Of the 183 indicating that they came from Champaign or Urbana in Table 
H.17 (0. 18a on the questionnaire), 12 marked the map indicating that they lived just outside the 
cities but (as per their answer to O. 18a) in the same-name townships, and 15 did not mark the 
map. 
University Ave. 
FIGURE H.2. PERCENT OF VEHICLES PARTICIPATING, BY SECTOR OF 
CHAMPAIGN/URBANA. 
NOTE: The number printed in each sector is the percent of all 261 vehicles coming from that 
sector. Each of the shaded sectors provided 4.2% or more of the vehicles. The seven shaded 
sectors provided 105 vehicles, or 40.2% of the total. See note to Figure H.1 regarding missing 
data. 
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TABLE H.19. NUMBER AND PERCENT OF RESPONDING PARTICIPANTS WITH 
COMMENTS 
lYPE OF COMMENTS 
Positive ........................................................ . 
Suggestions ................................................ . 
Negative ...................................................... . 
No comments ............................................... . 
TOTALS ...................................................... . 
EXAMPLES OF COMMENTS: 
NUMBER 
75 
9 
3 
174 
261 
PERCENT 
28.7% 
3.4 
1.1 
66.8 
100.0% 
(C = Champaign resident; U = Urbana resident; F = farmer; 0 = other, i.e., non-CU resident 
.am;!. non-farmer) 
"Great idea." (0) 
"I like your endeavor to clean 
up waste. Thank you kindly." (F) 
"Excellent program. Next time, 
be prepared." (F) 
"I think this is a wonderful 
idea and am very afraid of the 
results of inappropriately 
dumped waste." (U) 
"Great! Have been waiting for 
such an event! Most people, 
particularly farmers, are 
unaware of volume of TOXICS 
dumped at random." (0) 
"Thank you." (U) 
"I think this is a ~ worth-
while undertaking. Thanks for 
making it possible. I only wish 
our home was in the community 
recycling (pick-up) zone." (C) 
"Good idea." (F) 
"A very good program." (F) 
"Hope this sort of ope'ration is 
carried out in a number of other 
Illinois cities as soon as possi-
ble. This operation looks well 
organized." (U) 
"I have been storing my hazar-
dous wastes until I could find 
out how and where to dispose of 
them properly. This is a great 
service to the community." (C) 
"Very glad for service. I had 
this stuff & didn't know what to 
do with it, did not want to pour 
it anywhere." (C) 
"Entertainment by a strolling 
musicians - a gypsy violinist 
would be nice." (U) 
"Good idea!" (C) 
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COMMENTS, continued. 
"This is such an excellent help. 
I really don't want to be a 
polluter but it seems that we 
end up using things that are 
dangerous when there are left-
overs. Thanks for helping us 
to be more responsible stewards 
of our environment. I think it 
would be helpful to have this 
once or twice a year - well-
publicized so we can take 
better advantage of it." (U) 
"Thanks. This has made grand-
mother nervous." (U) 
"This is great." (U) 
"Very good, volunteers!" (C) 
"I think this is a very worth-
while and important project, 
hope that it can continue in 
future years. Appreciate 
cooperation of Champaign 
County Farm Bureau (and) 
Successful Farming." (F) 
"Good job. Penta preservative 
not taken!" (C) 
"Line moved too slow." (C) 
"Thanks!" (U) 
"This is a.!!llJ.Qb. needed program." 
(U) 
"Good project." (C) 
"Very good program. I'm glad to 
see this happening." (C) 
"I am very glad we had the oppor-
tunity to dispose of these 
chemicals properly. Thank you." 
(F) 
"You said this was going to be 
fast. This line is a bummer. 
You should just take all the 
stuff and let us get out of 
here." (U) 
"Fine thing." (F) 
"Handle with care - absorbed by 
. skin with subsequent paralysis." 
(C) 
"I would like a place to dispose 
of this sort of stuff and info 
about what chemicals etc. are 
declared unsafe by EPA etc. 
available all the time." (C) 
"Thanks" (0) 
"I want/deserve sidewalk/curb 
recycling!" (C) 
"I commend this effort." (U) 
"Keep it up." (U) 
"Great idea - keep it up. 
Critically important that we plan 
for the future as well as the 
present environment." (C) 
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COMMENTS, continued. 
"Move faster!" (U) 
"This is a great idea. I hope 
it will save our ground water 
from eventually receiving many 
contaminants." (0) 
"Good idea." (C) 
"Great effort should be exerted 
to educate the general population 
about the danger to health and 
the environment of pesticides 
and other unbiodegradable 
materials so that few will be 
bought. You have the whole 
chemical industry against you." 
(C) 
"Long waits are powerful 
deterents to voluntary recycl-
ing efforts." (C) 
"I think the collection idea is 
great! Although we try to buy 
the amount of pesticide required, 
and use it responsibly, there is 
bound to be some leftover, and a 
container to deal with. We need 
a way to deal with these problems 
responsibly." (0) 
"I think this is a great idea & 
appreciate this type of help." 
(U) 
"Thanks for your efforts. There 
should be a law to penalize 
people for dumping these toxinsl 
poisons into water systems." (C) 
"I think this is great that this 
is being done!" (U) 
"Thanks" (U) 
"I hope more can be done state 
and nationwide." (U) 
"Very good day, thank you all. 
How about a separate day for 
farmers (although they should pay 
a deposit on their pest, herb, 
fung containers and return them). 
What about the University, and 
other major institutions in town? 
You may be unnecessarily exposing 
residents to other people's waste 
with this type of disposal." 
(F/C) 
"This is a great endeavor! Well 
arranged! Repeat about once 
every five years. (F) 
"Good idea." (U) 
"Seems very well organized." (C) 
"I think this is a great idea. 
I've had chlordane dust...wanted 
to get rid of for years. Will 
use for paint thinner, and motor 
oil, if program is repeated." (U) 
"Route people through at a faster 
pace - to keep people returning 
in the future needs to be fast & 
convenient." (U) 
"Thanks" (F) 
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APPENDIX I 
ON-SITE QUESTIONNAIRE 
1-1 
I-2 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL ASSOCIATION 
CHAMPAIGN COUNTY 
CITY OF CHAMPAICN 
CITY OF URBANA 
HOUSEHOLD AND FARM HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION DAY 
Champaign County: September 13, 1987 
participant Drop-Off Report 
Participant: 
One drop-off report is requested for each vehicle. Please fill 
out the report and hand it to the attendant at the big "STOP HERE" 
sign so you can be directed to the appropriate waste drop-off 
station. Volunteers are available along the way to provide you 
with assistance if needed. 
Your responses will be anonymous and confidential, and will only 
be used in statistical summaries. Analyses will be conducted by 
the University of Illinois Survey Research Laboratory for the 
sponsors of the Hazardous Waste Collection Day. 
THANK YOU FOR HELPING US ASSESS THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE FIRST 
HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION DAY IN ILLINOIS. 
P.O. Hox %7 
Urb,lI13, IL hlROI 
217 -3R4-:~329 
1-3 
1-4 
Number 
-.-----~-""-
HOUSEHOLD AND FARM HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION DAY 
Participant Drop-Off Report 
GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS: PLEASE ANSWER ALL PARTS OF EACH QUESTION AS BEST 
YOU CAN. IF YOU ARE UNSURE, PLEASE GIVE US YOUR BEST ESTIMATE. 
1. From how many households, farms, and/or other sources did you collect 
material for this delivery? (WRITE IN THE NUMBER FOR EACH SOURCE.) 
households 
----
___ farm operations _______ dormitories, other 
group housing, etc. 
2. About how many partial or full containers of each of the following pro-
ducts have you brought here to drop off today? (WRITE IN THE NUMBER OF 
CONTAINERS FROM EACH SOURCE.) 
a. Weed killers or herbicides • 
b. Insect killers, pesticides, 
c. 
d. 
poisons . . . . . . . . . . 
Varnishes, wood preservatives, 
oil based paints • • • • • 
Paint thinners, strippers, 
solvents • • • • • • • • • 
e. Household cleaners . . . . 
Your Neighbors 
own or Farm Group 
home friends opera_tions ?ousing 
------ ------
_._---
.---
25- 36 
37-48 
61-72 
f. 
73-79/BK 80/1 
Motor oil . . . . 7-18 1 -6 /DUP 
-----
._--
_._._-
g. Anti-freeze 19- 30 
-.----- ---.-.--- -----
All other products being dropped off: 
(STATE PRODUCT AND QUANTITIES BY SOURCE.) 
h. 31- 4', 
---- --.-.---- ------
i. If 5- 5 8 ._---
----- ------
j • 
------ ----- -----
5<)-72 
n-79/BK P, 0/' 
l-~ /UUP 
k. 
.. _----
. __ ._- 7-20 
-
----- ----
1-5 
-2-
3. If you hadn't used this drop-off collection service, what would you 
have done with these products? (CIRCLE THE CODE NUMBERS FOR ALL THAT 
APPLY. ) 
Put down sink or toilet • • 1 
Put down storm sewer in street • • • • 2 
P~t in garbage can • • 3 
Dump on the ground • • • 4 
21 
22 
23 
Would not dispose of it, would continue to store • 5 25 
phone the county or city for disposal information •• 6 26 
Other (PLEASE SPECIFY) 7 27 
4. How did you hear about today's hazardous waste collection? (CIRCLE ALL 
THAT APPLY.) 
Brochure or flyer • • 01 Library 10 
Poster . . . 02 Newspaper .11 
Neighbor or friend • • 03 Radio • 12 
Family member • • • • • 04 Television • • • 13 
At work/From co-workers • • 05 Magazine • • • 14 
Church . . . • • 06 Display at the mall • 15 
Farm Bureau • • 07 County fair • • 16 
School • • 08 Other (PLEASE SPECIFY) 17 
Other local club or organiza-
tion 
• 09 
DON'T KNOW ••••••••• 98 
5. Approximately, how many miles did you travel one way to bring material 
to this collection site? 
miles 
6. In the future, how often do you think you will have a need for a 
collection service for hazardous waste? (CIRCLE ONE.) 
Less than once a year 
Once a year . . . . 
Two or 3 times a year 
Four or more times a year 
1-6 
· 
1 
· 
2 
· 
3 
4 
SIt-66 
67 
-3-
7. What type of collection program do you think the city or county should 
establish for hazardous household waste? (CIRCLE ONE.) 
A temporary collection site like this one • 1 68 
8. Does your household ••• 
A permanent collection site 
Something else (PLEASE SPECIFY) 
-----------------------
. . . . . 
None. There shouldn't be a collection 
• 2 
3 
site • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 4 
Recycle all of your household cans, bottles, 
and newspapers, • • • • • •••• 1 69 
Recycle mos~, 
Recycle some, or 
Never recycle? • 
. . . . . 
. . . . 
2 
• 3 
· 4 
9. How important is it to you that the quality of the local environment in 
Champaign county is protected? 
Very important • • 
Somewhat important • 
Not very important • 
10. Do you usually vote in local elections? 
Yes . . . . 
No •• 
11. Including yourself, how many people live in your household? 
12. In what kind of housing do you live? 
. 
. . 
. . 
· 
1 
· 
2 
. . 
· 
3 
• 1 
• 2 
70 
71 
Single family house ••••••• 1 7' 
Other (PLEASE SPECIFY) 2 
13. What is the highest level of school that you have attended? 
Grade school • . . . • 1 
High school 
Undergraduate college 
Graduate school 
1-7 
. . . . 
. . . . 
2 
• • 3, 
. • 4 
75 
-4-
14. In what year were you born? 19 
15. What is the head of your household's occupation? (Homemakers should 
indicate spouse's occupation. Students should indicate "student".) 
16. What is your sex? 
Male •••• • • 1 
Female •• • • 2 
17. How long have you been a resident of Champaign County? _____ years 
18a. In what city, village, or township do you live? 
RESIDENTS OF CITIES OF CHAMPAIGN AND URBANA: 
b. please place an X in the section of this map of Champaign/Urbana 
indicating the approximate location of your residence. 
University Ave. 
Green St. 
HAM AIGN 
Comments and Suggestions: 
-------_._----
BE SURE TO HAND THIS REPORT TO THE ATTENDANT AT THE BIG "STOP HERE" SIGN. 
YOU WILL THEN BE DIRECTED TO THE APPROPRIATE DROP-OFF STATION FOR YOUR 
MATERIALS. THANK YOU. 
1-8 
76-77 
78-79 
80/3 
l-S/DUP 
7 
A-'l 
10 -11 
12-13 
APPENDIX J 
HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION PROGRAMS 
IN THE U.S.: EXAMPLES AND CONTACT PEOPLE 
J-l 
J-2 
HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION PROGRAMS 
IN THE U.S.: EXAMPLES AND CONTACT PEOPLE 
Taken from various sources, especially Duxbury, D. 1986. Household 
Hazardous Waste Collection Programs, 1981-1986. Medford, MA: Tufts 
University, Center for Environmental Management (telephone 617-381-
3486). 
J-3 
J-4 
TABLE J.l. Number of Collection Programs by States, 1981-1986 
State Number of Programs 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
Cal ifornia 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Mi ssouri 
1 
16 
* 
o 
69 
13 
35 
* 
63 
o 
1 
o 
* 
5 
2 
2 
1 
2 
o 
1 
144 
25 
11 
o 
o 
State Number of Programs 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Vi rgi nia 
Washington 
West Vi rgi nia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
o 
3 
o 
17 
25 
1 
16 
2 
o 
2 
o 
4 
2 
12 
* 
o 
1 
6 
o 
8 
3 
22 
o 
15 
o 
* State's first collection program was scheduled for sometime in 1987. 
From Duxbury (1986). 
J-5 
TABLE J.2. Examples of Household Hazardous Waste Collection Events 
City/Place Event Sponsor Local Contact Waste Hauler Total Gallons Number of 
and State Year (Funder) Name Phone Name Phone Cost Collected Participants 
Anchorage, 1986 Alaska Dept. Colleen (907) Crosby & NA $90,000 14,960 300 
AK of Env. Cons. Burgh 274-2533 Overton 
Denver Met- 1985 Denver & Jane (303) CECOS Inter- (303) $78,000 14,520 1,116 
ropolitan Boulder Robinson 761-1340 national, Inc. 341-9370 
Area, CO (8 sites) 
West Hart- 1986 Town of W. Art NA Northeast (617) $26,600 4,248 NA 
ford, CT Hartford Griesel Solvents 683-1002 
Southing- 1986 State of Leslie (203) McDonald NA $10,000 1,320 220 
ton, CT Connecticut Lewis 566-3489 & Watson 
c..... Palm Beach 1985 Fla. Dept. of Jan (904) GSX Ser- (800) NA 129,946* 261 I 
0'\ County, FL Env. Prot'n Kleman 487-3892 vices, Inc. 334-5953 
Clewiston, 1985 Fla. Dept. of Jan (904) GSX Ser- (800) NA 1,000* 8 
Hendry Co., Env. Prot1n. Kleman 487-3892 vices, Inc. 334-5953 
FL 
Champaign 1987 Intergov'tal Christina (217) GSX Ser- (800) $82,017 10,340 358 
County, IL Solid Waste Komadina 333-8956 vices, Inc. 251-1227 
Disposal Assn. 
Indiana- 1985 City/ Bill Clark (800) GSX Ser- (800) $33,023 6,675 NA 
polis, IN County of GSX 251-1227 vices, Inc. 251-1227 
Zionsville, 1985 City Bill Clark (800) GSX Ser- (800) $6,560 935 NA 
IN of GSX 251-1227 vices, Inc. 251-1227 
(Table J.2 continued) 
TABLE J.2.--Continued. 
City/Place Event Sponsor Local Contact Waste Hauler Total Gallons Number of 
and State Year (Funder) Name Phone Name Phone Cost Collected Participants 
Cedar 1986 Iowa Dept. John (515) AC Industry (916) NA NA NA 
Rapids, IA of Nat. Res. Seyb 281-4076 343-5488 
Baton 1985 Env. Control Charles (504) Dow Chemi- (504) $22,000 6,500 NA 
Rouge, LA Dept., Dow Goldsmith 389-6407 ical Co. 389-6407 
(4 sites) Chemical Co. 
Baton 1986 Env. Control Charles (504) Dow Chem- (504) $35,000 16,000* NA 
Rouge, LA Dept., Dow Goldsmith 389-6407 ical Co. 389-6407 
(6 sites) Chemical Co. 
Lexington & 1986 Lexington George (617) Northeast (617) $36,600 7,040 450 
lincoln, MA Town Health Smith 862-0500 Solvents 683-1002 
c.... Department I 
"-J 
Wellesley, 1986 Metro Area Judy (717) Northern (617) $12,100 1,308 NA 
MA Plan Comm. Weigand 451-2770 Solvents 683-1002 
Saginaw & 1986 Dow Chem- Patty (517) Dow Chem- (617) NA NA NA 
Midland ical Co. Temple 636-5783 ical Co. 636-5783 
Bay, MI 
Ann Arbor 1986 Washtenaw Steve (313) Drug & Lab (616) NA NA NA 
& Washte- County Mandelle 994-2457 Company 685-9824 
naw Co., MI Health Dept. 
Traverse 1987 Grand Tra- Jeff (616) Dow Chem- NA $40,000 3,300 530 
City, MI verse County DeHaan 922-4620 ical Co. 
(Table J.2 continued) 
TABLE J.2.--Continued. 
City/Place Event Sponsor Local Contact Waste Hauler Total Gallons Number of 
and State Year (Funder) Name Phone Name Phone Cost Collected Participants 
Winona 1985 Minn. Pollu- Susan (612) NA NA $11,825 NA NA 
County, MN tion Control Ridgley 297-1453 
Board 
Robertson 1986 GSX Ser- Bill (800) GSX Ser- (800) NA NA NA 
County, TN vices, Inc. Clarke 251-1227 vices, Inc. 251-1227 
(rural, 3 locations) 
Kent, 1985 City Fire Asst. Fire (206) Chemical NA NA 180 66 
WA Department Chief Berg 872-3360 Processors 
Kent, 1986 City Fire Asst. Fire (206) Crosby & NA NA 320 116 
WA Department Chief Berg 872-3360 Overton 
c... 
I 
co Spokane, 1986 City of David (509) Chern-Safe NA $18,585 2,800 361 
WA Spokane Harnes 456-2602 Co. 
Outagamie 1985 Outagamie David (414) Chemical Waste (312) $15,000 1,665 159 
County, WI County Muench 735-5122 Management 396-1920 
(Appleton) 
Portage 1986 Portage John Leath- (608) GSX Services, (800) $13,652 1,560 115 
County, WI County erman 742-2191 Inc. 251-1227 
(Stevens Point) 
Dane County, 1986 Dane Kathy (608) GSX Services, (800) $33,578 859 353 
WI (Madi son) County Unertl 266-4330 Inc. 251-1227 
* Quantity given in pounds of weight, NOT gallons of volume. 
NA = Not Available. 
APPENDIX K 
TIPS ON SITE COLLECTION, SITE PREPARATION, CONTRACTOR 
SELECTION, AND INSURANCE AND LIABILITY 
K-l 
K-2 
TIPS ON SITE SELECTION, SITE PREPARATION, CONTRACTOR 
SELECTION, AND INSURANCE AND LIABILITY 
A. Choosing a Site 
1. Accessibility: Choose a site accessible by car or pickup truck 
in all kinds of weather. 
2. Easy to find: Choose a site with name recognition or very near 
a site with name recognition and with an address that is easy to 
find. 
3. Parking and drive-through needs: Does the site have ample 
parking for workers and volunteers? Does it have ample room for 
a long line of (up to 25) vehicles waiting to drop off materials? 
4. Environmentally sound: Ask the local health department to com-
ment. 
5. Weather: Does the site make sense for the typical weather pat-
tern? 
6. Nonabsorbent surface under the collecting area. 
7. Community scheduled events: Double check other events scheduled 
in the community at the same time. Will other events detract 
from yours? 
8. Time of day and day of week: Are some times better than others 
in your community? Sundays work okay because the morning rush 
is reduced and the flow therefore more evenly spread throughout 
the day. 
9. Advance proposals from appropriate institutions: For example, 
State department of natural resources or other environmental 
protection agencies, city and county public health departments, 
fire department, police or sheriff. 
10. A parking lot near a fire station with a fire truck parked at 
the site is a common example of successful siting. A public 
works facility parking lot or a fairground site is also often 
used. 
11. A site that is (or can be) covered by liability insurance is 
also essential. 
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B. Preparing the Site 
1. Plastic covering for the area where the wastes will be sorted 
and packaged. 
2. Dumpsters available for nonhazardous and nonrecyclable products. 
3. Barrels available for recyclable oil, and arrangements with an 
oil recycler to be present to help determine eligibility and to 
receive the oil. 
4. Boxes or bins available for recyclable latex paint. 
5. Make arrangements for recycling latex paint (e.g., a theater 
department of a high school or college, a volunteer group that 
does low-income housing repairs). 
6. Safety truck or other access to a communications center, eye 
wash, first aid. 
7. Tables, chair, pens at entrance location for collecting intake 
forms. 
8. Preparation of intake forms for survey of participants regarding 
where people came from, how they heard of event, why they came, 
etc. Intake forms can be used to get some idea of what dif-
ferent types of people brought materials to the event to drop 
off, but don't expect everyone to know exactly what they 
brought. 
9. Intake forms should collect any information that the hauler or 
contractor needs but cannot otherwise get, and any information 
desired by the sponsor regarding who participates. 
10. Traffic pattern set-up: Ropes, cones, signs. 
11. Determine how to handle unidentified products; discuss with 
contractor/hauler. 
12. Organize volunteers for traffic direction, completion of intake 
forms, etc. 
13. Licensed hauler or someone else should provide respirator and 
neoprene gloves for collectors. Collectors should wear protec-
tive clothing with long sleeves and boots. 
14. Explosives and ammunition might be brought to the event to be 
dropped off. Have a qualified person (e.g., from the fire 
department or police department) to handle this material. 
15. Food: Don't allow in the processing area. Some chemicals react 
badly to water. 
K-4 
16. Spills: Have vermiculite or kitty litter handy, containers for 
pick-up. 
17. Record keeping: Have someone (probably those handling the 
intake forms) keep accurate counts of numbers of vehicles and 
numbers of households represented. Records on materials brought 
to the event may be the responsibility of the hauler/contractor, 
supplemented by the intake form. Keep names of authorized 
workers and volunteers. 
18. No smoking signs. 
19. Banners at approaches to the site and at the site: They may be 
put up several days in advance to acquaint residents with the 
location. 
20. Overflow: Be prepared with slips of paper explaining that you 
have reached capacity if you must turn away some of the par-
ticipants who arrive later in the event. Or be prepared with 
contingency plans for receiving more material than you have ini-
tially budgeted for. 
21. Close-down: Besides normal clean-up, check the approaches to 
determine that impatient prospective participants did not leave 
material there. 
C. Hiring a Contractor/Hauler 
1. Getting names of contractors: Check with others who have used 
one in a collection event elsewhere (see Appendix B for 
examples). 
2. Reputation: Again, check with others who have used them. Ask 
contractors for references. 
3. Services provided: How much do they do, and how much does the 
local sponsor have to do to collect, identify, sort, pack, and 
label materials? 
4. Disposal destinations: How do they dispose of the materials? 
Do they assist in any recycling efforts? How safe are the 
disposal sites and methods? 
5. What kind of packing do they use? Lab packs with vermiculite 
for all materials, for liquid materials only, or for no 
materials? The method of packing will have enormous impact on 
how many barrels you fill for a given quantity of materials 
taken in. 
6. What is the cost? Is the cost on a per-barrel basis? What is 
the cost for different methods of packing? What is the cost if 
all recyclables and nonhazardous materials are removed before 
packing? What services are included in this cost? 
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7. How much time is required after the event for completion of 
packing and hauling away? When will the collection site be 
vacated? 
8. Considering the complexity of all of the above, the process of 
finding a contractor should begin at least four months before 
the event. 
D. Insurance and Liability 
1. The government agency or private party owning the collection 
site may already have adequate insurance for the collection 
event activities. Check it out. 
2. The contractor/hauler may have insurance for activities at the 
. event. Check to determine what their insurance covers. Does it 
include liability for volunteers and participants (those 
bringing material to drop off)? 
3. Attorneys for the sponsors should check the federal and state 
laws concerning liability at such an event and should review the 
contract with the contractor/hauler (and any other insurance 
contracts) to ensure proper coverage. 
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